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Preface

The great population shifts occurring throughout the worid today are once
again focusing attention on language policy in the education of children who
do not speak the language of the country in which they are being schooled.
The establishment of guest-worker policies in Europe and Australia and
politically-motivated migrations of peoples from regions such as Southeast
Asia and the Caribbean are some of the events that have brought about this
situation. As Kloss observes,

“Until recently, it was possible to venture an admittedly crude
generalization regarding the global issue of language maintenance vs.
language shift. Africa and the Americas, so the statement went, were
leaning toward language shift in order to reduce the number of tribal
tongues, and in the New World, also of immigrant tongues. In Europe
and Asia, on the other hand, the psychological climate was held to be
more favorable to language retention. This juxtapositionis beginning to
get blurred, chiefly because so many American nations are moving
toward greater freedom for maintenance — asa concomitant — for the
unfsiding of nondominant languages.” {1977, p. iii}

Although the official language of the Federal govemment has always been
English, historically the United States has not been a strictly monolingual
country in either the speech of its people or its governments. State and local
polities with high concentrations of people speaking other languages, at
various times, have conducted their affairs in languages other than English:
Spanish in Puerto Rico, French in some parishes of Louisiana and counties
of Maine, German in Fennsylvania and Ohio, and Spanish in the Southwest
and New York City.

This volume was prepared as part of the Assessment of Bilingual Persons Project
supported in part through the National Institute of Education’s contract (N.LE.
400.79-002) with InterAmerica Research Associates. The opinions of the
contributors are their own and do fot refled those of the National Institute of
Education.
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X LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT

Current Census data indicate that over 63 languages are spoken by a
large number of citizens; recognition of the distinction among the Native
American languages would add even more. The linguistic diversity brought
on by earlier waves of immigration continues today as new waves of
Vietnamese, Cambodians and lranians enter this country (Kloss, 1977).

The cost and consequences of the different approaches being used in
the United States to educate such children are, therefore. of great intercst
not only within this country, but also to those concerned with the social,
economic and political fabric of many other countries.

Schools have used diverse instructional methods for children from
families speaking languages other than English. Some have taughtin English
in a sink or swim fashion or with the variant of adapting the English used to
the students’ comprehension. Some combine special tutoring in English,
English as aSecond Language (ESL). with use of English as the language of
the classroom. If the student seems more proficient in the native language
than in English, some schools provide academic instruction in the student’s
first fanguage, in addition to ESL instruction. Siill others, particularly in the
early grades, provide almost all instruction, including reading and writing, in
.. the students’ first language, phasing in ESL while the child becomes literate
in the native language. =~

Decisions about instructional approaches are influenced by considera-
tions other than that of the learner’s mastery of English. For example, the
numbers of language minority students, language diversity, availability of
qualified teachers, costs, 2nd attitudes toward language acquisition and
maintenance are major considerations. Close to the center of these
decisions, however, should be various theories concerning the nature of
language proficiency essential for success in school along with an
understanding of the impact of the various instructional approaches on the
development of language skills and overall student achievement. Qften at
the core of such a discussion are beliefs about the what and the how of
language proficiency assessment.

The purposes of the Assessment of the Language Proficiency of
Bilingual Persons (ALPBP) project were, first, to bring together what is
known about these issues and, second, to improve understanding of
language proficiency assessment in ways that would be practical for
classroom teachers. The result, it was hoped, would be o provide constructs
for thinking about language proficiency that could lead (o practical tools for
teachers’ use and to better informed entry/exit decisions.




PREFACE xi
Points of origin .

There were several points of origin for the ALPBP project. One was the
1978 Falmouth Conference on Testing, Teaching and Learning (Tyler &
White, 1979). This meeting came about as a result of the 1978 conference
called by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW) to
identify reasons for the decline in achievement test scores. Participants at
the DHEW conference argued that a significant factor in the decline was the
use of inappropriate tests. Using this line of reasoning the Falmouth
Conference participants concluded that testing could serve important
purposes if it were done in a different manner. They recognized that the use
of standardized testing was often inefficient and unreliable, particulary,
when used to make educational decisions about individuals and ef-
fectiveness of programs. This was found to be particularly true in light
of findings from human cognition studies. Thus, the participants urged
Federal support of new approaches to testing:

“How are we to pursue this vision of testing merged into a
teaching-testing system, fitted to the natural classroom situation,
drawing upon the cognitive scientists and teachers and scholars in the
subject areas, and exploiting the rapidly developing information-
handling technology? One way is to continue and perhaps expand
support for research on classroom process and human cognition, and
for the development of new technological-based testing, and testing
involving persons from the subject area .. . development projects are
often excellent sites for fundamental research.” (Tyler & White, 1979,

p-2)

Another point of Origin was a national survey of language minority students
{O'Malley, 1982) and a project to develop entry-exit criteria for bilingual
education programs (Southwest. 1980). Despite the usefulness of the
results of these projects. their development was marked by some concern for
the adequacy of language proficiency assessment measures. The researchers
used the best of what was known in order to carry out the Children’s English
and Services Study and to develop criteria for the Student Placement
System yet recognized that the time had arrived to put resources into the
kind of studies that could contribute to the overall improvement of language
proficiency ussessment procedures, a virw supported by many researchers
(e.g. Cazden et al.. 1972; Cummins, 1979; Carrasco ef af., 1978; Hymes,
1976).

A third point of origin was the enthusiasm shown by many involved in

10




xii LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT

language proficiency assessment for what variously had been called
interactive research. collaborative development and developmental
research. The notion is that knowledge and application have for too long
been separated. More effective research, it has been recognized, can be
carried out if researchers and practitioners work together as co-equal
members of a team. A few models of such interactive research have been
carried out (e.g. Tikunoff et al., 1979; Tixunoff ¢t al., 1980; Philips, 1980;
Shalaway & Lamer, 1979) aud their results seem promising.

Other points of origin were the thinking that went into research
agenda-building for the 1978 Congressionally mandated bilingual education
studies, the funding of the Center for Research on Bilingualism, and the
bilingual research concerns of the National Institute of Education’s
Teaching and Learning program. The scores of papers, workshops, analyses,
conferences and meetings leading into these activities laid some of the
foundations for the project.

The issues which emerged from these activities and experiences
precipitated NIE to develop an RFP which called for interactive research
and which focused on issues related to language proficiency assessment. The
RFP states that,

“Two of the most pressing needs in educating children from minority

language backgrounds are (1) to pursue fundamental research on the
nature of language proficiency and how it can be measured, and (2) to
provide teachers with up-to-date knowledge of language proficiency
assessment so they can improve their classroom assessment pfactices.
The purpose of the RFP is to solicit proposals for a program of work
with two parts: (1) the administration of a2 competitive research
program to support fundamental research on language proficicncy
assessment and (2) the operation of an experimental program of
teacher training designed to introduce teachers to current research
perspectives on language proficiency assessment.” (NIE, 1979, p. 5)

Arrivals

How successfu] has the effort heen?

First, educational decisions are not likely to be better than our
understanding of language acquisition. language functioning and the pature
of language and its uses. While the finest crucible for promoting
understanding may be a theory-based, hypothesis-testing strong inference
studies. another way of assessing depth of understanding is to determine if it

11
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i

can be applied. In this sense, the project has been successfui.

Second, one of the functions of research is to help illuminate the way
issues are thought about. It should improve ability to speak in more precise
terms, and to refine the debates that go on as people seek their way toward
new policies. Although a consensus on what is known about the nature of
language proficiency and how it can be measured may not have been
reached, the ALPBP project effort should at least clarify points of
disagreement, .reasons for them, and frame the issues even more
constructively., Here also the results wcre commensurate with the
considerable effort invested in the ALPBP project.

Third, there was an effort to form a working definition of
cotninunicative competence and language proficiency and to make practical
recommendations which would be useful to teachers in the assessment of
language minority students for the purpose of making better entry/exit
decisions and for the improvement of classroom pf:aclice. Here our reach
exceeded our grasp and the fundamental research. Although many
definitions and descriptions are offered in the papers in this and the
accompanying volumes, if was not possible to reach a consensus with regard
to a working definition of communicative competence.

Determining how many children in this country are language minority,
decldmg which of their needs are uniquely language reiated, and what
services may meet those needs are tasks which are likely to engage attention
for some time to come. Definitions and their applications may influence
estimates of resources needed, distribution of resources, and the nature of
programs, as well as the fate of individual students. Hoping for clean-cut
guidance on any of these issues is ambitious. They are, however, all
important and the ALPBP project seems to have brought together the most
that good research. carefully and creatively pursued, can offer at this time.

Lois-ellin Datta

former Associate Director
NIE Program in Teuching
and Learning
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Background to the language
proficiency assessment symposium’

This and the accompanying three volumes are composed of selected papers
which were presented at the Language Proficiency Assessment Symposium
(LPA). held March 14-18, 1981 at the Awite House Conference Centerin
Warrenton, Virginia. The Symposium was planned and implemented asa
component of the Assessment of Language Proficiency of Bilingual Persons
(ALPBP) project. The goals of the ALPBP project, funded by the Nationa}
Institute of Education (NIE) (1979) and administered by InterAmerica
Research Associates, Inc., were:

— to pursue fundamental research on the nature of languag e proficiency
and how it can be measured; and

—. toprovide teachers with up-to-date knowledge of language proficiency
‘assessment (issues) so they can improve their classtoom assessment
practices (p. 5). .

The LPA Symposium represented a major effort toward integrating both
the insights gained from findings emerging from the research component
and the implementation of the teacher training programs of the ALPBP
project. The Symposium provided a forum where a broad spectrum of
researchers, practitioners, and policymakers met to discuss the major issues
and research findings which affect language proficiency assessment
practices,

Researchers were represented by scholars involved in the development
of models of communicative competence, related empirical research, and
the development and validation of tests of language proficiency and/or
communicative competence. Practitioners included teachers and school
administrators engaged in the Implementation of programs which require
the application of language proficiency assessment strategies. Policymakers
were individuals who play an important role in the funding of education
research projects related to language proficiency assessment and who are
influential in the establishment of policy in this area.

14




LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT

The participants interacted through the presentation of papers,
reactions to presentations, and informal discussions. The main goals of the
Symposium were selected by the organizers based on the issues identified in
a survey of researchers and educators.

The goals were:

— to develop a working definition of communicative proficiency;

— to make recommendation; for the assessment of language minority
students for the purpose o. -atrylexit into appropriate educational
programs; and

— to make recommendations for further research and to develop a
research agenda.

In regard to the first goal, the Symposium participants acknowledged the
need to clarify the nature and scope of communicative competence and its
relationship to language proficiency. It was evident that some agreement
among researchers and practitioners, along with much more conclusive
information about the nature of language and how it should be measured,
would be necessary to clarify the concepts. However, the recognized
knowledge gaps and the diversity of perspectives, theories and research
findings concerning the nature of language and its measurement, prevented
the LPA Symposium participants from reaching a consensus. lssues which
related to this topic are found in *he volume, Communicative Compeience
Approaches and Language Proficiency Assessment: Research and Applica-
lion. The issues addressed range from theoretical questions regarding the
construct of communicative proficiency to research relating communicative
proficiency tu literacy related skills. Language tests and testing methodo-
logies are major topics addressed. Questions are raised as to what tests
should be measuring and why. The issue of reliability of currently-used
language proficiency assessment instruments was of great concern. Thus,
the participants endorsed the development of more appropriate measures.

Issues related to the second goal are addressed in this and the
subsequent three volumes. Fihnoeraphic Sociolinguisic Approaches to
Language Proficiency Assessmem has as its focus a multidisciplinary
approach to language proficiency assessment and to the development of
innovative methods for analyzing patterns of children’s language use. The
research presented involves what has been called ethnographic/sociolinguis-
tic approaches which places emphasis on the understanding of language use
through the observation of children’s language in naturally-occurting
contexts. These approaches are in contrast to the use of traditional testing
and experimental research methodologies.
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The relationship between a learner's first and second language
development and performance in school are the focus of the volume entitled
Language Proficien-y and Academic Achievement. A major reason for the
confused state of the art of language proficiency in bilingual programs ...
stems from the failure to devclop an adequate theoretical framework for
relating language proficiency to academic achievement,* argues Cummins.
He contends that without such a “framework it is inpossible either to
develop rational entryfexit criteria for bilingual programs or to design
testing procedures to assess these criteria”. The validity of the framework
proposed by Cummins is debated in this volume.

The concerns of practitioners, researchers and policymakers, which
relate to the assessment and placement of language minority students in
bilingual education programs, are the theme of the volume Placement
Procedures in Bilingual Education: Educational and Policy Issues. This
volume focuses on the legal and practical implications of federal guidelines
with regard to language proficiency assessment practices.

Inmeeting the third goal, the LPA Symposium provided a structure for
participants to make practical recommendations directed at influencing
federal and state policies regarding language proficiency assessment
research and practices. The papers in all four volumes represent the
participants’ understanding of the various issues. The following is a
summary of the conclusions reached and the recommendations made by the
three groups represented at the Symposium — researchers. practitioners
and policymakers.

The primary concerns of the researchers were:

— The need for basic research into the nature of language that can
provide the foundation for clarifying the concept of communicative
competence and its refationship to language proficiency;

— The need for applied research that expands on current understanding
of the statement of the art of language proficiency assessment;

—The need to undertake valldation studies of currently available
language proficiency assessment instruments;

— The development of multiple Janguage assessment Strategies that
include both quantitative and qualitative components:

— The need for adaptable government guidelines that affect language
proficiency assessment practices;

— The need for yearly meetings between rescarchers and practitionecs to
exchange information and ideas.

16
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The major issues identified by the practitioners were:

- The need for a working definition of communicative competence that
clarifies its relationship to language proficiency;

— The establishment of practical as well as adaptable federal guidelines
affecting language proficiency assessment practices;

- The’importance of maintaining a network of oommumcatlon between
practitioners and rescarchers;

— The importance of obtaining up-to-date information on language
proficiency assessment practices through more extensive use ol
resources such as the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education
(NCBE);

— The use of the LPA Symposium as a mode! for future meetings among
practitioners, researchers and policymakers involved in language
proficiency assessment practices that affect minority language
students;

— The support of federal agencies in encouraging collaborative research.,
an example of which would be including as criteria in Requests for
Proposals (RFPs) the participation of practitioners at the local level.

The issues of most importance, as seen by the policymakers, were:

~ The need to establish federal guidelines that can be adapted to
accommodate relevant research findings that have bearing on the
application of language proficiency assessmient practices:

~— The need for federal agencies such as NiIE and OBEMLA to continue
to support applied research on issues related to language proficiency
assessment through grants and other forms of funding;

~— The need for federal agencies to support research that is carried out as
a joint venture on the part of researchers and practitioners.

1t is believed that the work presented in the four volumes will add new
insights into the issue of language proficiency assessment. It is also believed
that the research and theoretical perspectives offered represent a positive
step toward attaining the overall objective of deveioping effective language
proficiency assessment procedures and, ultimately, a more equitable
education for language minority students in the United States.

Charlene Rivera
Furmer ALPBP Project Director
Inter America Research Associates
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Notes

1. It should be noted that Multilingual Maiters. Ltd. was not the publisher which
originally agreed to publish these volumes. They revivwed them late in 1982 only
after being introduced 10 them by Jim Cummins. Although the volumes were
delayed in their publication more than anticipated. it has provided the
opportunity for the contributors to the s olumes to substantially revise and update
their papers.
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Introduction

The papers presented in this volume have been drawn together because each
presents some aspect of e .hnographic research methodology or a theoretical
perspective involving an ethnographic approach to language testing that
contributes to the improvement of bilingual language proficiency
assessment. The motivation for the use of ethnographic methods isaconcern
with the apparent inadequacies of current methods of language proficiency
assessment of language minority students.

While many criticisms have been made of tests of written and spoken
language skills that ate currently used, the major weakness of such tests,
from a sociolinguistic and ethnographic petspective, is that they fail to
consider the consequences and implications of functional differentiation in
_ the use of two languages by the bilingual® child. )

When a child uses one language for some social purposes, and his or her
second language for other social purposes, as is commonly the case in
bilingual communities, that functional differentiation will be reflected in
-vocabulary that is specialized in each language. This differentiation will also
be encountered in semantic relations, syntactic constructions, and discourse
formats that are controlled in one language, but not in the other. Thus, for
example, it is common to hear Mexican-American bilingual teachers state
that even though Spanish is their stronger language, and perhaps the
language in which they have the gréatest functional range, it is initially
difficult to teach schoot in Spanish. The reason for this, they contend, is that
school talk is precisely the kind of talk that they were always required to
produce in English the entire time they themselves had beer going through
school.

Redlinger’s {1978} work on bilitngual mothers’ speech to children
suggests the consequences of such differentiation for childr=n’s competence
in two languages. The mothers interviewed by Redlinger reported ihat they
used English to praise their children and Spanish to sccad them, among other
functional differences. It would be logical to assume, then, that a child
praised in Spanish and scolded in English would generally show less English
comprehension in the classroom than that samechild praised in English and
scolded in Spanish.
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To carry this same example hypothetically into the testing situation, in
scolding, the child who is tested on productive and receptive competence in
both Spanish and English would be judged to be Spanish dominant, while
the child tested on praising in both Spanish and English would be judged to

_be English dominant. This is, in fact, what Spanish/English language assess-
ment tests purport to do* _neasure the same functions for both Spanish and
English. The language in which the child is stronger for those functions will
be considered the first school-learning language for that child. Meanwhile,
there may be a diversity of functions for which the child uses the other
language, relevant to school learning. which is not tapped by the test.

It could be argued that existing language proficicncy tests measure skills
in academically related functions of language. Whether true ornot, itis quite
possible that the language in which the child has the greatest functional
range is the lJanguage best svited for acquiring new functions, rather than the
language in which the child has school skills. Without a model of language
proficiency that assumes the possibility of functional differentiation, issues
such as these cannot be addressed.

There is a need, then, % investigate and acquire more knowledge of the
refationship between bilingual children’s academic performance, and the
functional differentiation of their written and spoken language skills in two
languages in the classroom, and in the home and the community.

Such information cannot be acquired by the experimental method
alone, but perforce must entail the use of otherdata-gathering methods from
the social sciences. It is for this reason, more than any other, that we find

" researchers drawing on ethnographic methodology to expand their

knowledge base In order to improve language proficiency assessment
procedures.

Sources of influence

Foranthropologists, with whom the ethnographic method is associated,
ethnography in its classic sense involves immersing oneself in the culture
being studied, living with people in the community for a minimum of a year
ortwo, and eventually occupying a position within the social structure of that
community as a participant observer. Some anthropologists view the
in.depth involvement in the life of the community {that enables one to
explain their view of the world to other Westerners) as the hallmark of the
ethnograpaic method. But for the papers collected here, it is the
anthropologists’ direct observation of naturally-cccurring behavior that
distinguishes them from psychologists, who set up artificial interactions and
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then observe them. and from mest sociologists. who ask people questions
about how they behave.

1tis this feature of research methodology that traditional eth nographers
have in common with the new group of so-called microethnog-
raphers——sociologists and anthropologists who videotape, film and
tape-record face-to-fuce interactions (e.g. Erickson. 1979; Gumperz &
Herasimchuk. 1973; Mchan. 1979; Philips. 1983; Schieffelin, 1979;
Watson-Gegeo & Boggs, 1977; Ochs. 1982, The researchers’ use of
recorded data enables them to describe structure or organization in behavior
at @ level that was not possible before the mechanical devices that do the
recording became available,

The anthropologists involved in microethnography differ from the
sociologists in that they are more likely to combine traditional ethnography
with microcthnography, which may or may not mean some loss of the more
traditional in-depth perspective. But both groups have been influenced by
Goffinan (1962). Garfinkel (1967). and Sacks. Schegloff & Jefferson
(1974} in ways that are reflected in common concerns in their work.

The papers in this collection all draw in some way on these two
traditions of ethnography. The manner in which each paper reflects these
influences will be discussed later.

A second tradition influencing this work is the concern with the relation
between Spanish-English bilingualism and the academic success of bilingual
children in the classroom. As is the casce with the papers in Duran’s recent
volume Latinto Langnage and Communicative Behavior, (1981). this volume
edited by Rivera reflects the very welcome emergence of a visible group of
sociolinguists concerncd with Hispanic populations — researchers who
ofter share the cultural and political concerns of the cthnic minority
cominunities in which they carry out their rescarch.

The plan of the hook

The book is divided into two sections that reflect the two dominant
needs ..1 iissessment that can be scrved by ethnographic research methods:
the need for basic research on bilingual children’s language use in
community an: school, and the need to develop new assessment procedures.

Basic Research

Bennett and Slaughter's chapter. “A  Sociolinguistic/Discourse
Approach to the Description of the Communicative Competence of
Linguistic Minority Children”. is concerned with children’s discourse
competencies as a possible type of skill for examination in assc..sing a child's
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language proficiency. They examine the ways in which children build on
their own and others’ utterances in narratives and interviews with an adult,
Thus their substantive concern is one that interests many microethnog-
raphers dealing with structure and organization at the level of face-to-face
interaction. At the same time, themethodology they use is less ethnographic
in nature than that of the other contributors to this volume, in that their data
base consists of transcripts of recordings of speech in interactional
environments that occur relatively infrequently in the children’s day-to-day
lives, and have many test-like features.

Rodriguez-Brown and Elias-Olivares’ chapter, “Linguistic Repertoires.
Communicative Competence and the Hispanic Child”. focuses on the use of
questions in Spanish and Englich by ‘children in a third grade classroom. One
part of their data base consists of video-taped recordings and transcripts of
those recordings. of naturally-occurring interactions in the classroom. This
aspect of their research methodology 1 quite characteristic of the
microethnographers of the more sociological persuasion who do not relate
such data to a larger base of knowledge acquired through extensive
participant observation. Unlike some inicroethnographers, they have also
gathered data on the children's language use in community settings,
although that data is not included in this volume. The evidence that they
present which demonstrates that children do more questioning, and display
a greater functional r:nge in the use of questions. in the language 1n which
they are dominant has potential utility for teachers who express a need for
measures of language skills that originate from sources other than school
tests.

The third chapter in the section on Basic Research “Intergenerational
Variation in Language Use and Structure in a Bilingual
Context”. Poplack discusses ﬁndmgs of a series of studies
of langu%ge maintenance and change in a bilingual community in
East Harlem, New York. The first set of studies. were conducted to
“ascertain whether Spanish was being maintained among the (500-600)
adults in the cot~nunity, what their feelings were regarding maintenance or
loss, and whether and how the variety of Spanish they spoke has been
affected by close contact with English”. Data was collected by **rmcans of
long-term participant observation. detailed attitude questionnaires. and
quantitative socio-linguistic analyses of selected linguistic features™.

It was found that the majority of the adulis in the community

— are bilingval to spme degree;

— believe “they speak good Spanish™;

~— do not use English or Spanish exclusively with any domain;

— want their children to speak Spanish as a first language and/or iicquire
it simultancously with English;

awr
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— feel that “all sectors, school, family, and community, must share in the
responsibility of maintaining Spanish”; and

— fcel that “*most youngcr Pucrto Ricans of the third generation prefer
English™.

In brief, the data suggests “‘evidence of a language shift”.

In an effort to undersiand the actual impact of these findings on school
age children a second series of interdisciplinary studies focusing on the
actual language use of 16 children in the community were undertaken.
Poplack found that “the patterns of communication which are ucquired
eatly as well as positive attitudes toward learning and use of Spanish
combined with the demographic facts ensure the perpeiuvation of
bilingualism in the community”.

Poplack’s description of the relatwe use of Spamsh and English by the
children in community, home and school settings is in itself a form of
assessment. She examines children’s language skills outside the classroom,
in part to determine ultimately how they relate to patterns of usage in the
classroom, Data were collected using the same variety of methods, including
participant observation, used in the study of adults. In her chapter Poplack
addresses the significant issue of differing results obtained through different
methods of data collection on the same issue.

This work repiesents one of the few recent careful studies of bilingual
language use conducted in a community setting. It reflects a growing
recognition that greater understanding of community use patterns can be
extremely helpful in planning bilingual classroom learning programs. It also
reflects the increasingly common practice of mixing rescarch methodologies
which was formerly not found to any great extent within single research
endeavors.

The fourth chapter is by Evelyn Jacob, “Studying Puerto Rican Children’s
Informal Education at Home", Like Poplack, Jacob focuses her attention on
learning outsidc school. She examines behavior in the home which is thought
to be associated with uses of literacy, or learning how to read and write. In
her very heavy reliance on observation of naturally-occurring behavior,
Jacob's methodology is likely the most ethnographic of those whose work is
represented in this volume, particularly in the depth of knowledge acquired
of the people observed. Again, as with Poplack, it may be said that the
research itself is a form of assessment of child:en’s language proficiency. As
Jacob points out, the children's home uses appear to be school uses, or
related to school-like activitics. Comparative data should reveal interesting
cultural variation in home uses, of great value in developing reading and
writing programs in schools that build on the competencies acquired at
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home, rather than assuming the competencies of the white middle-class
child. Both Poplack and Jacob represent the growing awareness of the

utility of community-desived knowledge about children’s language use
skills,

New forms of assessment: the Tucson projects

The second part of the book reports on two of three related projects
carried out in Tucson, Arizona. All three projects were supported by the
ALPBP Project funded by the National Institute of Education, under the
direction of Charlene Rivera.

These three projects were a response to the evident need in Tucson for
improvement of language proficiency assessment procedures in local
bilingual programs. The projects reported on in Part II of this book by
Philips, and Simich and Rivera focus on the training of teachers to use
ethnographic methods in their assessment of students’relative proficiency in
Spanish and English. The approach is based on the premise that language
encompasses the child’s full range of social uses of language and nonverbal
signals and is not limited to just mastery of those abilities necessary for the
acquisition of literacy-related skills. Philips describes phase I of the
ALPBP teacher training program which wz. provided in the formof a course
on Bilingual Language Proficiency Assessment and offered to Tucson
bilingual program personnel in the Spring of 1979. The purpose of the
course was 1o increase teachers’ awareness of patterning in the situated
language use of thefr bilingual students, and to encourage them to
systematize their ongoing assessment of their students’ language skills.
Through the training, teachers were introduced to basic anthropological and
ethnographic concepts related to language assessment, and were guided in
the exploration of the nature of children’s language proficiency in both
classroom and community contexts.

Simich and Rivera describe the next phase of training which was based
on the theoretical and methodological issues introduced by Philips. They
discuss a series of wcikshops held following the course. Through the
training, the participants developed an ethnographic/sociolinguistic
assessment instrument based on teachess’ observations of students’ language
use in naturally-occurring activities within the school. These descriptions
were intended to be used in conjunction with test results in making
placement decisions for students into bilingual education programs in the
Tucson area, More importantly, through the training process, teachers grew
in awareness of the holistic nature of language and as aresult began toreflect
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this new understanding in their classroom organization and management
practices.

Both these projects reflectthe awareness that teadiers do. in fact, play a
vital role in the asscssment of children’s language skills. Both projects
attempted to provide the teachers with skills and tools tiiat would help them
in their assessment activities. These projects also reflected the need to
systcmatize and institutionalize the contribution the teachers make to
assessment They already have access to kinds of information thatcannot be
acquired through the formal testing process. and training in ethnographic
data collection can increase that access,

The third project. described by Bennett & Slaughter in their chenter in
the first section, has as its main concern the development of proccdures for
gathering information on children’s language proficiency. Such procedures
focus on children's discourse skills — their ability to develop inteliigible
turns at talk that are both internally coherent and that build on the
utterances of co-interactants in a meaningful way. Th  analysis of
transcripts of interviews and of elicited narratives with chiluren is in the
tradition of the microethnography of conversational analysts, except that
. they are not looking at naturally-occurring behavior. The focus is on aspects
of language proficiency that have not been captured by formal tests, and that
cannot be capturcd by the cbservation and participant observation in which
the teachers were being trained in the first two projects described for this
section. :

These three projects. then, represent efforts to apply research inethods,
appropriate for direct observation of naturatly-occurring behavior, to the
assessment of children’s language proficiency in two languages.

The book closes with a commentary by Murielle Saville-Troike that
focuses on nceds which still must be metin the arcas of research and practice
addressed by this book. *

Conclusion

Some anthropological ethnographers would not view the work
presented in this volume as exercises In the use of ethnographic method.
There is little evidence in these studies of the in-depth knowledge and feel
for a distinct culture that is thought to come from living in the community
one studies, even though some of the researchers represented in this volume
do in fact live in the communitics in which they work.

Many of these studies do have in common tlicir reliance on obscrvation
of naturally-occurring behavior as a source of data. All also sharé the
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structural-funetional view of soecialization eharacteristic of anthropology
that recognizes the interdependenee of institutions, and more particularly,
the interdependence of learning in school and learning outside of sehool.

Itis important to note here that the qualitative knowledge acquired by
traditional ethnographers is much easier to aequire in a rural village of the
sort that anthropologists typieally live in. As Goffman (1962) pointed out
some time ago, however. it is primarily the total institutions of eomplex
urban soeiety {e.g. the militury, prisons, insane asylums) that resemble the
face-to-face community that anthropologists study in their containment of
shared knowledge of all facets of a given individual's behavior.

lronically, the soeieties anthropologists study are beeoming inereas-
ingly complex, 50 that the ethnographer who remains in the village sees less
and less of the lives of the people being studied. and less that is typical or
charaeteristic of the human eondition. The ethnographer who leaves the
village. and follows her or his subjeets of study, sueh as the Hispanics studied
intlie researeh projeets reported here. from the village to the eity, will find it
necessary to grapple with the same methodologieal mixes that charaeteriz.:
the work represented here. 1t Is with this awareness that the work ineludad
here may be recommended to all readers interested in the ehanging uses of
ethnographie methodology.

Susan U. Philips

Department ol Anthropology '
Tueson. Arizona

Notes

I Theterm bilingual i ysed 10 refer to anyone who liv es i a bilingual environment
regardless of iow well he or she speaks the non-native language (Zintz, 1975).
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PART I
Basic Research




A sociolinguistic/discourse
approach to the description of the
communicative competence of
linguistic minority children

Adrian Bermett
Centro de Estudios Puertorriquenos
City University of New York

Helen Slaughter
Tucson Unified School District
Tucson, Arizona,

The use of the analysis of discourse as a method of assessing language skills
has very recently gained a high degree of respectability within the field of
language proficiency assessment. The recent upsurge of interest jn this area
coincides with an increase in efforts to make basic research applicable to
specific social problems. For example, there is a great deal the linguist can do
in the area of bilingual education to help educational practitioners developa
better understanding of the Janguage-related problems they encounter on a
daily basis.

Bilingual education, however. affects a large segment of our soctetyand
is, therefore. a highly political issve. Linguists have traditionally focussed on
those aspecis of language which can be characterized as a closed system.
Insofar as language was amenable to such description, issues of socia! value
and power could be considered to be beyond the domain of linguistic
scicnce. The socio-political aspect of language can hardly be said to
constitute a closed system, since it is subject to change through political
¢<tion and social interaction. The use of discourse analysis may therefore
require more than mechanically applying a new set of techniques to “‘solve”
social problems as defined by nonlinguists. \
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One of the most immediate contributions linguistics ean make in this
arca involves its highly developed methods of providing detailed and
syste matic descriptions of the structural matternings of language. There are
problems, however, in the use of Jeliled structural deseriptions of
naturally-oecurring forms of diseourse s a means of helping people deal
with particular language-related social | roblems. The first of these coneerns
time and money. Exhaustive deseript.ons of given stretehes of discourse
employing highly refined tools of analysis may not always be practicable in
applied settings.

Secondly, there is the problem of relating struetural deseriptions to
interpretations and understandings ot the participants in a given setting, or
to those who are making use of the forms of disecourse being analyzed. A
structural description neeessarily changes one’s understanding of a given
discourse by treating i1 as a completed whole, and by highlighting certain
features and playing down others. Alternative struetural deseriptions are |
often possible. each with different consequences for the understanding of
the nature of the discourse.

Third, there is the problem of making a conneetion between struetural
analyses, interpretations., and the uses to which these analyses and
interpretations may be put. That is, there are often politieal issues involved.
In the area of language proficiency assessment. the politieal implieations of
how language proficieney is to be defined. and of how this definition is to be
related to structural and linguistic anz'yses, are in fact present from the very
beginning of the analysis.

The analysis of diseourse involv es complexities which are qualitatively
different from those found in the analysis of lower-level linguistic
phenomena. Emil Benveniste (1971) argues that although language is a
totality that can be artieulated into a series of levels, the transition between
these levels is not a continuous one. Whereas the phoneme morpheme,
syntagmeme, and so on, are all signs defined by their internal and oppositive
refations in aclosed system, the sentenee aceording to Benveniste is notitself
a sign but rather an indeterminate and unlimited creation. Paul Ricoeur
(1981), who has written extersively about the most basie problems in the
analysis and interpretation of symbols, texts, and soeial action, draws on
Benveniste (1971) tosuggest that the sentenee is *'no longer the unit of the
system of langue, but of speech or discourse” (p. 86). Understanding the
meaning of a text of piece of social interaction in terms of its implications for
the creators, users or interpreters of that diseourse, involves, aceording to
Ricoeur. an aet of “appropration” of the world of relations and values
projected or “‘proposed” by the text or discourse. This act of appropriation
— whether by the social scientist or the participants — is “‘the process by
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which the revelation of new modes of being — or if you prefer Wittgenstein
(1958) to Heidegger (1962), new ‘forms of life’ — gives the subject new
capacities for knowing himself”’ (Ricouer, 1981, p. 192). In another passage
Ricoeur suggests that *‘the constitution of the self is contemporaneous with
the constitution of meaning in the act of interpretation or appropriation”
(p. 158).

Ricoeur (1981} is cited because, among contemporary theorists
concerned with problems of meaning and interpretation in discourse, he has
been perhaps the most acutely aware of the need to avoid a subjective
relativism where any interpretation goes, and where the interpreter tries to
somehow intuitively identify with the inner psychelogy of the original
creators of a discourse or text. He emphasizes the need for a science of social
interaction and of the objective interpretation of texts. Ricoeur also
acknowledges the value of systematic structural analysis. Yet his theory
implies, as the quotes cited above indicate, a shift of emphasis in the
development of a social science of human discourse. This shift would
indicate that meanings need not only be relativized to scenes, as Fillmore
(1976) has suggested, but that they must be seen as relative to the life
sitvation of the actors.

Discourse as it accurs in everyday settings is open to the socio-political
realm, to’relations of meaning, value and power. In a recent article
Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz (in press) argue that, in order to understand &
given piece of social interaetion and the discourse produced init, interms of
its relevance to the lives of social members, it is necessary to see it as
‘interactively embedded in the larger sociopolitical context™. That is,
researchers necessarily formulate their interpretations of naturally-
occurring forms of discourse within the framework of a social theory which
they themselves may or may not have made explicit. :

This chapter consists of a report on a one-year research project which
attemptzd to use discourse analysis to investigate the language proficiencies
in Spanish and English of Hispanic children in the Tucson Unified School
District. This district is the largest in Arizona, with about 55,600 students,
16,000 (29%) of whom are of Hispanic origin.

Background of the project

Although the research pioject formally began in October 1980, it had
its initial impetus in the previous spring, when the school district formed a
committee of approximately 25 district personnel composed of bilingual
specialists, administrators and researchers. The comniittee was charged with
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developing ways of assessing thelanguage proficiencies of incoming children
whose primary or so-called home language was one other than English. This
assessment would be used to place children in appropriate bilingual or
monolingual English programs. It was expected that the majority of children
tobe assessed would be of Hispanic origin, and that there would be two or
three thousand of these, mostly in the beginning of each school year. The
committee included several people who had had previous expetience in
designing assessment instruments, and who were thoroughly familiar with
available published instruments, with which they were largely dissatisfied.
They expressed a need to assess more than vocabulary, phonetic accuracy
and syntactic knowledge. They wished to go beyond these lower-level .
linguistic phenomena to assess what they tentatively called rhetoric or
rhetorical skills. ,

Although the immediate concern was meeting demands of the Office of
Civil Rights for developing equitable, fair and documentable assessment
procedures, many committee members were ulso concerned that the
assessment procedures provide more than a numerical score which, while it
could be compared across children, would indicate very little wih regard to
the particular skills a child might already have. Hopefully assessment data
could be used to contribute to the design of better instructional programs as
well.

From the very beginning of the project, there were two conflicting
concerns. Because of the large number of children that would be assessed,
and the limited funds for training and providing salaties for personnel who
would be doing the actual assessment, there was considerable pressure to
develop procedures which would be quick and efficient. On the other hand,
there was considerable <ophistication on the part of most of the committee
members with regard to their understanding of the complexity of linguistic
and communicative competencies, and of the problems of obtaining natural
language samples which would reflect these competencies. After
considerable discussion and experimentation, the committee decided to use
anadult tointerview each individual child. The interviewer was to attempt to
engage the child in relatively free topic talk first, and then ask the child to
construct a narrative based on a short, wordless picture book which told a
story about the adventures of a boy and his pet frog. These compromises
meant, finally, that the language sampling sitvation would be somewhat
artificial. However, documentation and evaluation would both be aided by
having the recordings. In particular, each child’s language could be assessed
in the context of the interview itself.
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The research project

The research project was viewed by the District as a
favorable source of information in their ongoing. year-long attempt to refine
their elicitation methods and to develop ways of assessing the language
date gathered. Before the project had even been proposed, a framework
of discourse analysis had been designed which would serve as a guide in
initial attempts at comparing children’s tapes. This framework became the
basis of the research project as well. It constituted a set of hypotheses with
regard to the structural properties of the children’s discourse that might be
most relevant to the assessment of proficiency. :

The framework was theoretically grounded in recent work on natural
conversation and other forms of discourse. it attempted to encompass
clause-level phenomena. inter-clausal relations, text structure and genre
forms, and soctal and interactional phenomena. Major iafluences on its
development were Fillmore's (1979) frame semantics. Halliday & Hasan's
{1976) work on cohesion, the general theoretical discussions of Hymes
(1972, 1980) and others on genres and on communicative competence,
Labov’s (1972) analyses of narratives. and Gumperz (1976, 1977, 1981)
and Cook-Gumperz's {1977) work on the negotiation of intent in natural
conversation.

The concept of language proficiency as seen by the researchers in this
project emphasized what Carole Edelsky {(no date)in a recent. unpublished
paper called PICTURE. that is: “Proficiency In Controlling Texts Used in
Real Environments.” The proficient child was seen as one able to use a
particular set of language skills to participate activelyin the learning process,
including participating in learning how to expand his or her communicative
repertoire. Discourse was viewed. in situations of use. as 1 phenomenon that
unfolded more or less spontancously from moment to moment. where the
creation of meanings. inferences and implications was accomplished
interactively between participants. The improvisational nature of the
creation of meaning in face-to-face talk. that has been stressed by Fred
Erickson (1975)and otherstudents of face-to-face interaction. was the focus
of attention in this project.

Esser **ally, assessment of proficiency is grounded on interpretations of
communivative intent. These interpretations are not predetermined and
cannot be deduced from the occurrence alone of particular communicative
choices, since these choices can typically be used to create a variety of
situations, and thereby convey a variety of intents. Participants and/or
analysts arrive at interpretations of intent by attending to the complex of
themes as they are woven together through given stretches of time. At any
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given moment in an ongoing discourse, various expectations arise as to what
can happen next, thus providing a background for interpreting each
next-occurring communicative act. There is. then, room for considerable
individual, situational and eultural variation when evalvating a child’s
proficiency.

However, & method wis needed to ensure eonsistency in the evaluation
of the children’s discourse as well as some way to document the evaluations.
Simitarly, researchers needed a way to perform systematie, comparable
analyses across grade levels, and across children within grade levels. The
framework for analysis was intended to serve that purpose but necessarily
provided a rather statie view of discourse. The framework portrayed
discourse as consisting of eertain kinds of linguistic structures, but did not
provide a way to interpret communicative intent direetly from those
structures. Therefore. direct indications of proficiency were not obtained
using this framework.

The essential question of the research project was *'What constitutes
proficiency in a language?” Samples of tapes were taken from those being
elicited by the Distriet through the 1980-81 school year. The procedure was
to listen to a large number of tapes at first at each grade level from Grades
K.3, then to seleet a smaller number of 15-20 for more intensive listening
and discussion. During these diseussions a smaller sample of about five to
ten tapes per grade level was selected for detailed cumparative description
and analysis. The tapes were transeribed and the framework for analysis was
used as a guide for academie descriptions.

There were. in general, two kinds of discourse or genre for each
language. The topie talk and narratives were analyzed separately. The
framework was not taken as a prescription for what ougit to be in the
discourse samples. but rather asa guide for what might be found. During the
course of the year several modifications were made. For example, the use of
Fillmore's (1976) Frame Semanties for analysis of clause-level phenomena
did not prove especially pertinent. possibly because of the ages of the
children. Eventhe children at the lowest grade level had full command of the
grammar of the clause insofar as their use of predicates and noun roles was
consistent with the grammar of the language. Similarly, the researchers
originally had no way of considering seleetion of narrative detail, or content,
in the storytclling task. and later improvised a modified Propp-style (1968)
analysis of the event-strueture of the storybooks so that chiidren’s selection
of narrative detail eould be composed.

The richest examples of discourse in the samples used show some
degree of what might be called perspective. That is. the discourse exhibits
relations of foreground and background. or of the explicit and the impllcit
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between parts of a scene created through a narrative, or parts of a topic being
constructed interactively, such that the listener can easily interpret what is
being said and can make inferences regarding communicative intent. In fact,
a good many of the children produced discourse that the adult examiners
clearly had some difficulty in interpreting, as shown by their own
awkwardness in their interactions with these children.

The matter of creating perspective can be viewed in terms of classical
thetoric, where the concern with persuasion places emphasison the power of
the effective speaker to in a sense create the audience by guiding the
inference process through appropriate and effective selection of verbal,
prosodic and nonverbal strategies, combining these together without”
residue. In particular, the effective speaker must engage the ongoing
expectations that the listener may have, meeting those that need to be met,
adjusting those expectations in ways that allow for something new to be said
but which do not lose the attention and understanding of the listener by
creating abrupt shifts or non sequiturs which the listener may not be able or
willing to follow, since they require adjustments in his or her own repertoire
that he or she is unwilling or unable to make.

Methods for analyting conversational discourse

in analyzing student discourse from the elicitation of conversational
topics, the researchers first focused upon the interaction between the adult
and chifd and attempted to reconstruct the interactional and linguistic
context of the assessment situation, They determined the degree to which
the interactants mutually established and maintained topics of conversation
and also noted the degree towhich the student elaborated on various topics
during the conversation. Samples showing contexts during which rich
samples of student conversationaf discourse were elicited, were compared
with samples exemplifying contexts where mutually arrived at topics of
conversation were not developec and during which there was little or no
student elaboration on topics.

The analysis of conversational data from this study suggested that
several different types of “contexts* may result from the interaction of an
adult and a student during an oral language interview. These different
contexts, examination, interview, conversation and others appear to have a
marked influence upon the level and quality of discourse elicited from
students, especially that of younger and/or less proficient students. A
mutually established conversational context where the adult builds upon the
students’ discourse tends to produce a more adequate discourse sample.
Conversely, an examination sequence, described by Mehan (1979) as a
repetitive initiation. response, evaluation (IRE) pattern, tended to result in
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more sparse discourse production, especially in the younger age ranges, e.g.
five to seven years old.

Wells (1981) suggested ““.. .. a distinction needs to be drawn between
talking ‘to a topic’ and ‘talking topically’. Talking to a topic typically ocvars
in rather formal settings, where there is an agenda or some other means of
controlling the topic over successive turns. In casual conversation, on the
other hand, the topic tends to shift and change as the discourse develops”
(p. 29). This distinction is very important in attempting to elicit adequate
language samples from children during a conversational interview. It was
found that many children, especially kindergarten students and those at the
lower ranges of proficiency, would not talk toa topic; however, most of the .
children in the sample could speak topically on subjects for which the adult
examinerprovided some backgroundinformation and when the child’s topic
talk was extended by adult on-topic responses. (It seemed particularly
difficult for younger students to engage in topic talk toany degree if the adult
constantly changed or shifted the topic.)

Older students, i.e. Grades 2 to 5, and the most proficient younger
students could “talk to topics” using elaborated discourse when this was
elicited by the examiner. Elicitation strategies that were particularly
effective in producing elaborated discourse were requests to explain “how
to”’ do or make something and requests to tell about “what happened”in a
T.V. show or movie.

Some students, especially older students, elaborated on topics after
single or “first” questions, which indicated that an interview pattern would
suffice to elicit an adequate discourse sample in these cases. A few students,
perhaps perceiving thatthe purpose of the “game” was for them to talk in an
elaborated way, responded with extended discourse to questions that would
have been given yes/no answers by other students. In other words, some
students needed little in the way of background information from the
examiner in order to elaborate upon topics while others gave elaborated
responses or even responses of single clauses only after the examiner had
interacted conversationally with them over a number of turns on one or
several topics. Because of this, the researchers recommend that examiners
use questions and other utterances such as comments on the topic, that are
situated in the ongoing conversational discourse {Cook-Gumperz, 1977),
rather than follow a standard pattern of questionsin eliciting language from
linguistic minority students for assessment purposes.

The importance of the role taken by the adult in ¢liciting language from
students for language proficiency assessment cannot be over-emphasized.
Student language proficiency cannot be evaluated without also evaluating
evalvator competencies in interacting with students. The adult plays a

- -“--3
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dominant role in conveying the communicative intentions established
during the assessment procedures. Linguistic minority students may not
always share perceptions of “desirable* communicative interactions with
the examiner. even when they are both from the same ethnic background.
For instance, some Hispanic children may assume that standards of respect
and politeness call for brief responses to questions while others may assume
that more elaboration is expected. It is recommended here that examiners
be trained in strategies for providing more explicit cues regarding the social
and linguistic context to students who may be unfamiliar with the
“educator’” expectations of the assessment context and also that they
respond to student initiated changes of context.

Since the influence of the examiner upon language samples elicited
from students is of fundamental importance to subsequent evaluations, it is
suggested that the quality of the examiner’s performance be evaluated
previous to evaluating a student’s language proficiency.

Interactional proficiencies

As the researchers began to analyze interactional and linguistic
discourse variables in greater depth, it became apparent that judgments of
conversational proficiency in a fanguage are in part judgments of the child's
learning of and performance in his or her role as a conversational partner.
For instance, the provision of adequate background information and specific
pronoun reference, both of which are important to the coherence of an
utterance, were often not sponfaneously supplied by younger and/or less
proficient students. Yet they could supply this information when it was
directly elicited. Ervin-Tripp & Mitchell-Kernan (1977) suggest *“.. .fora
child the ‘meaning’ of an utterance is not a matter merely of ideational
contrasts but an action of socia! interpretation which has more than a single
source of interpretive knowledge as input” (p. 11). %

There were a number of interactional proficiencies exhibited by
students during the conversation and narrative elicitation that contributed
to the development., maintenance and direction of the interactional
situation. These included the often unnoticed elements of backchannel
feedback to the speaker and prosedic cues that contributed to the meaning
of utterances, as well as the more obvious conversational clarification
strategies to be detailed below. Particular attention was paid to the
conversational context as negotiated between student and adult interlocutor
in our analysis rather than simply focusing upon student responses to the
examiner.

The interactional proficiences briefly mentioned, herein, are those that
appeared to contribute to the comprehensibility of the discourse and
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indicated the student’s growing awareness of his/her role as a conversational
partner. Interactional proficiencies that werc especially important to
judgments of proficiency derived from audiotzpcd disconrse were those
indicating an ability 10 conribae actively 10 and influence the course of the
development of an interactional situation. The model suggested by this
approach to language proficiency assessment is based on the recognition
that competencics in facc-to-face communication are central to issues of
language proficiency assessment. Son.e students demonstrated an ability to
negotiate and/or construct the context of an interaction by:

l. initiating new topics of conversation;

2. successfully shifting or changing the topic of conversation;

3. changing registers or style or reducing/increasing the formality of
an interaction; and

4. relating what was said to the knowledge or cxperiences assumed to
be sharcd with the listener.

Evidence of students’ monitoring of the interaction was observed when:

I. cxaminecr misunderstandings were spontaneously detected and
corrected:

2. clanfications of the task or cvaluvations were elicited from the
cxaminer,

3. asides or other commenis were introduced into the dialogue;

4. information was qualified or information previously given was

self-corrected; and

uttcrances were repaired or cdited resulting in improved

communication.

T

Muany of these intcractional proficicncies are context-bound in that they
can be cxpected to appear only in some conversational contexts and not
others. For stance. animportant skill is the detection and negotiated repair
of misunderstandings occurring during the course of a conversation since
such misunderstandings arc not uncommon in naturally occurring specch
and if undetected tend to break down communication, However, in some
conversations, including many in our sample, misunderstandings did not
occur and therefore the skill of negotiating a misunderstanding could not be
observed. Also if misunderstandings occurred constantly this might be a sign
of lack of proficiency. Although it is possible that recurrent misunderstand-
ings might indicate a lack of proficiency, the extensive research in
crosscultural miscommunication (e.g. Gumperz, 1976, 1977; Erickson,

A
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1975) has demonstrated that misunderstandings can just as easily be a result
of unshared communicative and interpretive strategies. This point needs to
be stressed: communication breakdowns do not necessarily indicate a
“failure™ on the part of the child, as has oftenbeen assumed. Forexample, if
a child respondsin an apparently odd way toa question. this may be because

interactional situation. :

It can also be noted that evaluations of proficiency should not depend
on the appearance of a particular set of linguistic or interactional features.
Eachinterview and narrative retelling, like all interactions, is tosome extent
unique. No particular set of features can be predicted to appear in every
case, even when participants are known to be fully proficient. For example,
some ir’erviews, being more conversation.like, provide opportunities for
topic elacorations and smooth topic shifts. Other interviews, being more
examination-like, do not provide such opportunities; topic shifts may seem
abrupt, while the child does not respond to, or does not elaborate on, topics
that are brought up by the examiner. In other words, a particular feature -
such as the use of the past tense, or use of topic-shifting deviceslike “by the
way...” may not occur. Clearly, however, those children who exhibit a
variety of linguistic and interactional skills can be more safely judged
proficient.

Studeat conversational proficiencies: A complex and dynamic combination
of interactional, discourse and developmental-acquisitional features -~

It was found that the task of analyzing samples of children’s
conversational discourse for purposes of determining language proficiency
was complicated by a number of overlapping and inter-related variables, a
few of which will be mentioned here. First, the discourse of lessproficient or
younger students was often uneven in quality, i.e. some segments of their
discourse were markedly more coherent than others. This unevenness of
performance appeared tobe related notonly to the context of the elicitation
but also to the length of time of the elicitation in that some students who at
firstappeared only minimally proficient would perform ata more proficient
level later in the elicitation. Une venness of performance may also be related
to developmental factors in that some students appeared to be struggling to
express complexsemantic relations but were in the process of acquiring the
ability to use complex syntax and had not yet attained mastery over the
structures they were attempting to use. Thus, evaluations about student
discourse proficiency need to be grounded in first and second language
acquisition research so that expectations are appropriate to the age level of
the student. For instance, the acquisitional literature contains numerous
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refercnces to age level differences in children's judgments about the amount
of knowledge shared between themselves and a listener and about how
much information should be made explicit. This is one area where
differences in cu tural background (as well as age level) between the student
and cxaminer may also be a source of miscommunication. Finally, the
researchers found themselves continually re-asking the question,
“proficient for what purposes and contexts?” when analyzing data. If
proficiency in educational settings means that it is possible for the student to
talk coherently to a stranger about widely shared phenomenon, then the
discourse samples showed a wide range in ability to do this. Thus language
proficiency assessment is not merely a matter of determining whether or not
a student speaks English or another language but rather how well and to
what purposes the student can use language.

The conversational discourse samples in this study included a range
trom samples containing mainly one or two word elliptical responses, to
those containing large segments of mutually established and maintained
topic talk, to those containing numerous instances of children’s elaborated
discourse on topics. Table 1 suggests a relationship found bewween fluency
or quantity of language elicited and discourse variables related to
proficiency.

From this table it can be seen that an inportant distinguishing feature in
analyzing elicited discourse is the degree to which the student supplies
comprehensible expanded clause level responses so that the examiner can
begin to develop a mutual conversation with the child. If, despite skilful
elicitation procedures, the child does not produce expanded responses the
results of the assessment suggest that the child may have limited proficiency
in the language of the elicitation. This conclusion would be more assured if
the child had responded with fuller responses to the eliciiation in the other
language with the same examiner and on the same day. The availability of
data in two languages, when there is a marked difference in proficiency
between the two, suggests that the student understands the interactional
requirements of the assessment context and that differences in performance
are atiributable to proficiency in the language. However, even here itis well
to be cautious about making judgments of lack of proficiency, since there are
many other possible recasons why a child might not respond as fully in one
language as the other. The child might simply be tired, might decide not to
co-operate, or, more importantly, might not share the examiner's definition
of situation. Only where it is reasonably certain that examiner and child
share the same definition of the interactional situation — including mutual
understandings of the goals of the interaction at each point in its progress —
can one infer that the non-occurrence of particular behaviors may indicate
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TABLE | Discourse variables observable in topic development

Levels of Elicited
Discourse

PROFICIENT:
Appropriate/Compre-
hensible

FUNCTIONAL:
A ‘ﬁJro rinrelless
Rendily Comprehended

NOT PROFICIENT:
Inappropriate and!
or Incomprehensible

). Responses

A, Adeq|uatc: one word/
e

claus

B. Expanded: clause
level additional
information about
topic/clarification

11. Mutual In. ractive Topic
Development
{Examiner, child —
several furns; child

vel

uses cla

evel

nse

Affirmation/negation
Eltiptical responses

Uses language of the
elicitation ex%?l
appropriatc code-switching

Answers syntactically and
semantically csmplement
questions

Prosodic cues given

Provides information
to interlocutor to build
topic

Provides listener infor-
mation through clari.
fication

Over turns, maintains
interaction with appro-
priate responses

Provides listener with
expanded information

Ambiguity, eg. -
specific pronomi. .
reference

Elli&lical responses
syntactically incomplete/
not matched

Answers syntactically/
semantically related but
not precisely matched to
questions

Vocabulary lacking

Prosody not effective

Gives shut down response
but responds to further
questioning on the topic

New information partly
ambiguous, incoherent

Examiner clarification
required to develop topic

Syntax inappropniate for
classfoom usage

Several utterances incom-
prehensible/require
examiner clarification

Severai utterances not
clanfied after examiner

Very long pauses of no
response to elicitations

Responses semantically
inappropriate

Responses cannot be
clanfied by repeated
examiner probes

Responds to most/all elici~

tations with "I don’t know".

inaudible Tesponses

Shuts down topic before it
can be developed with “1
don’t know", “that’s all”.

Topic does not develop (see

above)

Information so incomplete
that topic can not be
continued by examincr

Development of topic over
turns incoherent

No responsefinaudible
responses to most elici-
tations

-
>
Z
a
&
>
Q
m
o)
-
o
3
2
B,
5
»
a
2
-Ea




1. Extended Discourse on
Topics
Several clauses or more
during single turn(s)

itiates- topicsishitts
topics and changes
topics ’

Adequately supplies
requests for clasi-
fication

Cohcerent extended
development of topic by
summarizing or concrete
description

Specifics topic through

nominalizaton, adjcetive
clauses. and background
clauses (older students);

Relates events in

sequential order {younger)

studcnts)

Shows awarcness of the
listener by cliciting

acknowlcdgements; checks

listener comprehension;
elicits clarification
about topic sclection

Provides oricntatton
clauscs, action clauscs
and conclusion/deseribes
a process from beginning
to ¢nd (older students)

Explicitly relates one
topic to another

Prosodic cues used for
hightighting

Inconsistency of message
context from oné tutn to
the next

Misundersta--lings
undctected

Discourse tacks nceded
conncctors for explicitly
showing relations

Background information
not provided

Pronominal reference not
specific

Vocabulary lacking

Most responses in different
language than the elici-
taton

Extended discourse not
comprehensible

AINTLIIWOD TALLYIINNWWOD




16 LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT

lack of proficiency. However, judgments as to whether participants do in
fact share goals and purposes are interpretive and must often be taken as
tentative. In every case where a child does not display interactional or
narrative skills deemed to be important, further observations of and
interactions with the child are needed.

Once a topic has been mutually arrived at between the adult and child,
the quality of the child’s utterances on a *“known’" topic (“known" because
we can infer this from the child’s expanded response) can be examined. In
this case, one can assume that the child is familiar with the topic and that
difficulties in the language produced may indicatc a lack of proficiency.
Some kindergarten students responded appropriately to an adult
conversational partner on several topics over a number of turns, with the
adult directing the course of the conversation, but did not elaborate on
topics. This indicated an ability to interact appropriately but these short
response-type data werc less rich for detenmining how well thestudent could
make her/himself understood than was a student’s extended talk on topics.
Many kindergarten students could talk intelligibly on topics, usually
focusing on describing action sequences or some salient detail, but omitting
explicit mention of reference or background factors.

In making a judgment that a student in Grades [-5 is proficient in the
language being assessed, using conversational interviews as an assessment
procedure, we can expect to have data available both at Level II, a
co-operative conversation about several topics, and Level III, student
elaboration on topics. If the elicitation procedures are adequate and student
responses are given only at the level of ellipsis, the assessment procedures
should be enlarged toinclude observations in other vontexts. The behaviors
described as proficient would more likely be observed in the older students
or the more highly proficient younger students. As noted above, it would not
be expected that the younger age group specify background information to
any great extent but this would be expected of the older students; however,
younger students should be able to relate action clauses jn sequence. Thus,
age and expected language acquisition level must be considered when
making distinctions between more proficient and less proficient {or
functional } students. More proficient students also grasp the opportunity to
engage in extended discourse on topics with less examiner elicitation turns
than less proficient children. As related to the classroom context, more
proficient students were mare assertivc in taking the floor and engaging in
extended talk to which a teacher would respond. For instance, when asked
whether he liked recess, an older child entered into an extended discussion
of what he didand did not like about it. A younger student might have simply
answered yes or no. Factors such as the student’s specificity of topic,
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provision of background information and explicitness of interclausal
relations would then be related to whether or not the teacher understood the
point that the student was making and was able to respond to what the
student was saying.

Methods for analyzing narrative texts

The narratives found in the samples provided a picture of a
prototypically good narrative. This picture reflected the researchers
understanding of the expectations of formal schooling and, vltimately, what
some people have called “essayist” literacy. In a sense, the most proficient
narratlves were those which were free of the context of elicitation to a great
extent. They allowed a listener to follow the stofy line without constant
reference to the picture book, and made inferences which explained the
meaning or point of the events from the perspective of the characters in the
stoty itself.

The following section outlines certain differences in the narrative
str.. _es of the children which seemed most relevant to proficiency
differences. The examples are drawn from the English samples but the
discussion applies to the Spanish samples as well.

The primary concemn here was in comparing different narratives in
terms of coherence. A minimally coherent narrative was defined as one
which exhibited a consistant temporal sequencing of events and character’s
actions. Many of the narratives, especially of the younger children, did not in
fact exhibit even this much coherence. More compleiy, coherent narratives
also exhibited relations of cause and effect, event and result, predicted
outcome and actual outcome, event and character response, or showed
relations between responses or viewpoints of two or more characters.

As expected, there is a variety of strategies available for forthcoming
coherent narratives. The data showed greatest variation in five areas. These
were:

1. Clause Type as defined by Labov, particularly the distinction of
Qrientation and Complicating Action Clauses.

2, Verb Structures

3. Imterclausal Connectors.

4, Prosody.

5. Selection of Narrative Detail,

Each of these will be discussed briefly, characterizing in a broad way the
kinds of differences that were found. The importance of the combination of
different strategies will then be considered, foltowed by an examination of
their relevance to proficiency assessment. The discussion will conclude with
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some comments and guestions regarding the general nature of proficiency
and the role of discourse analysis in helping researchers and educators to
understand it.

Because of the nature of the data, the rescarchers immediately beganto
encounter problems when attempting to classify clauses according to
Labov's (1972) schema. It was found that if strictly syntactic definitions.
such as the use of the preterite as essential to the complicating action clause,
were relied on the researchers continuatly found clauses that clearly
referenced and sequenced events but did not use the preterite, or even the
presenttense. Thus while some children used both progressive forms andthe
preterite in their narratives, it was not always easy to distinguish orientations
from complicating actions. For example, in the following narrative from a
second grade child, present progressive, present, and preterite verb forms
are used; (Ia this sequence in the wordless books, the boy with his sister,
mother and father are shown sitting at a table in a restaurant; the boy’s pet
frog, which had concealed itself in the boy's pocket, unhnown to the boy, is
shown leaping through the air toward & small band of musicians nearby)
[:The frog ends up inside a saxophone.]

1. and they're sitting down at a restaurant. Right here there's singing,
and there's the frog ... and the frog, the frog right here, he went
inside the thing ... now he can'tsing ... and then the other man,
they're they're thinking, what’s in there.

In this example the individual evants in each clause do tie together as a single
incident. However, it is difficult to be sure how each event interrelates. Is
there a reason for using progressive, alternating to a single use of the
preterite, following with a present tense, then switching baek to the present
progressive?

Some children, however, made relatively clear distinctions between
orientatfons and narrative clauses, using progressives and preterites to doso,
as in the following example from another second grader:

2, Andthenthey were playing all right, and thenthe, and then the frog
jumped out, and he went inside the, the thing. And then it went
inside, and then the guy couldn’t blow in it.

In some instances, progressive forms are used torelate critical events tn
the story, with alternations by the same child of preterite clauses. Similarly,
preterites are sometimes used to describe actions which are, potentially, part
of the orientation nceded to understand a key event, as in the following

45




COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE 19

example from a kindergarten child |: In this sequence in the story, the frog
has jumped into a lady's salad. which she discovers as she begins to eatl:

3. And then the lady. eat it and ate it and ate it. and then, soon. she
found a froginit... and then he jumped right out of it.

Note that the repetition of the verb, “the lady eat it, and ate it, and ate it”,
seems to serve the same function as a past progressive. The same child
combines past progressives and repetition of the past participle in another
passagc using them as orientation for the event in the preterite in the last
clause:

4. They were singing a song, and then the frog was dancing. They got
louder and louder and louder. And then the man was looking inside
the horn, he didn’t know what it was, and they all got angry, and
then the frog jumped on the man’s head.

In general, for the older children, the clearer was the distinction between
orientation and action clauses and the easier it became to apply syntactic
criteria to the classification of clauses.

A varlety of verb structures was found in the narratives, including
present and past progressives. preterites, BE plus Going plus Infinitive (as in
was going to jionp) and past perfects. In many narratives, character
responses to events are put in the progressive form. This gives the responses
the appearance of being detached from the event from the point of view of
the person constructing the text. as in the following third grade narrative:

5. The frog fell on the man’s face, and he falls and breaks the drum,
and they're laughing, and he's angry. and he’s angry, and they're

laughing.

There is a variety of interclausal connectors to be found in the
narratives. However, the most common ones are and and and then, which
allow only for a simple sequencing of events. Some children showed the
ability to use subordinating conjunctions in order to place one part of an
event in the background for another, as in the following example from a
fourth grader:

6. When the man went to drink his wine, the frog Kissed him.

On the other hand, some of the narratives use almost no interclausal
connectors, as in the following 5th grade example:

oEY
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7. Theman’sgonnacatch the frog. Those other people are leaving. He
catches it.

As regards prosody. there are two aspects where variation seemed
important. One involved the use of what might be called prosodic genre
marking. That is, some children used a prosodic style that was recognizable
as an oral reading style, thus defining the task as an oral reading, where .he
listener’s role is to remain silent throughout. Others used a repeated
low-tising tone at the end of each utterance. as in the last example, which
helped to define the task as something more like a test, with the listener put
in the examiner role. Many examiners, when confronted with this pattern,in_
fact often provided backchannel feedback after clauses with this rising
pattern. Similarly, some children used prosodic modulations to mimic
speech patterns in quoted speech of characters. although this was relatively
rare. Usually dialogue was marked in this way only when an oral reading
stylc was also used, as in the following excerpt from a 5th grader:

8. Thc waiter said, * What would you order?* Then, they all looked at
the menu. Petey said, *I'll order hamburger and french fries™. The
dad said. ‘I'll order a big steak™. The little girl said, “I’'ll order ...
fish>*. The band kept on playing. Something was the matter with
this man’s saxophone. *Whatsa matter with this thing!"

The other aspect of prosody that was of interest concerned its use, or
lack of use, to mark relationships of meaning across clauses. In an example
given earlier, a fourth grade child uses a rising-falling tone at theend of a
when clause, to cue the listener that the main bit of information is about to
come. She places high stress on the action verb in the following clause:

6. When the man went to drink his wine, the {rog kissed him.

However, many children used very minimal prosodic modulations, or none
at all tosignal relationships of information of this kind. In another example
cited earlier, a fifth gradc child uses only low-rises at the end of cach clause.
Since the clauses also have no connectors, relationships of foreground and
background are not very well established, so that the listener cannot predict
as easily how each new clause is to be related to prior ones:

7. Theman’s gonnacatch the frog. Those other people are leaving. He
catches it.
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Finally there was considerable variation in selection of narrative detail.
Our modified Proppian aralysis showed that the frog books exhibited a
three-part structure bracketed by an introductory section at the beginning,
and a coda or resolution at the end. The three-part structure involved three
episodes in which the frog violated a convention. rule or interdiction,
resulting in disruption of the normal state of affairs, and in characters
responding to the disruption in various ways. The youngest children seldom
kept distinct the introductory part of the story from the injtial episode of
violation. Also, they often neglected tomention the violation in an episode,
even if they had prepared the listener by referencing the eonditions that led
up to the violation. Again, younger children did not al ways explicitly relate
character responses to the violations. The result was often a sort of
hodge-podge which was minimally eoherent, if at all, as in the following
second grade example: lin this episode the frog accidentally lands ina man's
wineglass as he holds it up and to the side, as if offering a toast; when he goes
to drink. the frog kisses him on the nosel:

10. And then he went inside the cup. this is a cup. and then he was sad,
and she was mad. and he was mad, then he ecame out, and then he
got mad. he wanted to drink it.

1tis interesting. in this last example, that the charaeter's responses are given.
but the cvent to which they are responding is not in fact mentioned.
lrshould be stated at this point that, while it is a relatively simple matter
to compare narratives under each of the above categories, it is somewhat
more difficult to relate these direetly to judgments of narrative coherence.
This is because, as the discussion of prosody above may have indicated,
strategies on differentlevels can be combined, or a strategy on onc level may
be used to serve funetions other strategics can also serve. as in the use of
prosody to mark relations of information between elauses, even when
explicit clausal connectors are not used. Simply totailing up the numbers and
kinds of strategics children used did not provide a characterization of
eoherence that in every cuse corresponded with the researchers’ intuitive
judgments of coherence upon hearing the tape, or reading the transcripts.
Each sample had therefore to be examined in the light of the rescarchers’
interpretations. If it was agreed that a particular passage lacked coherence, it
was then examined in order 1o sec what kinds of cues might have been used
that were missing. However, these intuitive judgments were themselves
necessarily based on the researchers' own expectations of what a eoherent
narrative would be like, and of course these expectations were governed by
their own sociil and cultural background. and were no doubt particularly
§
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influenced by their traintng in hteracy. This is not to say that these judgments
were either valid or invalid. but only to paint out that they were necessarily
relative.

Finally, to conclude with some questions regarding the general nature
of language proficiency. the problems of assessing it, and the role of
discourse analysis in helping to understand it. it should be pointed out first
that the performance of each child had to be seenas relative to the situation
of elicitation. Thus. a child who uses 2 somewhat montonous rising tone at
the end of each clause, as in one of the examples given earlier, is not
necessarily incapable of other kinds of prosodic modulation in a task of this
kind, but may well be interpreting the task as a test of his or her ability to
identify and describe what he or she sees in each picture as the page is
turned. The general guideline used in this study was that i a child did not
display a particular skill, he or she could not necessarily be said not to have
the use of that skill. The District is not. in fact. attempting to use the
discourse elicitations as the only source of their judgments of a child’s
proficiency. Children who do not appear proficient are then observed in the
clissroom by teachers who have been trained in the rudiments of
ethnographic observation. and who are familiar with the criteria used to
assess the discourse samples.

More difficult is the question of defining proficiency. if one attemptsto
provide a practical answer. such as the one the researchers began their
project with, a problem arises. Their original concern was with determining
whether the child could function in a classroom in which @ particular
language was being used. However, ethnographic studies. particularly
cross-cultural studies. have shown that what is acceptable or appropriate
communicative behavior in one classroom is not necessarily 5o in another.

The guestion of whether a child is proficienit in a language. and of what
constitutes proficiency in gencral, cannot be separated from other guestions
which are less strictly linguistie in nature. such 35, “Protciency for what
purposes?”. The researchers' working judgements of narrative coherence
were based on their own background in the uses and forms of essayist
literacy. However, anthropologists whe have studicd narratives cross-
culturally, such as Ron and Suzanne Scollon, (1981) and A. L. Becker
{1979) have shown that narrative coherence and structure is not necessarily
a universal. non-malleable feature ol all narratives. Rather. it varies
culturally and situationally within a given culture,

The scope of this project was limited to comparative descriptions of
artificially elicited samples of discourse. This kind of research needs to be
supplemented by ethnographic observation. not only of the forms and uses
of discourse in the classroom and school playground. but in other
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community environments as well. However, simply gathering more data on
forms of diseourse in other settings is itself not sufficient to answer the
question of what constitvtes proficiency in a language. Rather. this sort of
investigation needs to be framed in a largder investigation of the uses these
forms are, or can be. put to. Such an analysis cannot simply he eognitive in
nature, nor ean it sueceed if it views communication merely as the
transmission of information. As Miehal Foueault (1980) has pointed out. the
forms of diseow:se by means of which we make sense of our Jives are
themselves politieal in nature, even where they appear most neutral. The
question of language proficiency needs to be ecast in the light of an
examination of the element of power in discourse; as Foueault puts it.

*In any society. there are manifold relations of power which permeate.
characterize. and constitute the social body, and these relations of
power eannot themselves be established. eonsolidated nor
implemented without the produetion, aceumuiation. eireulation, and
functioning of a disecourse. Posing for discourse the question of power
means hasically (6 ask whom does discourse serve?” (p. 93)

Although the two topies of examining children’s diseourse skills and
questions of political power may seem to he unrelated. it can he suggested
here that. in faet, the question of what proficieneies are pareelled out to what
social groups in our society. and to what ends. is the essential question of
language proficiency.

Conelusion

Finally. it is necessary to re-emphasize three important ¢somes which
have been touched upon briefly. First, it needs to he stressed that when a
child does not produee mueh language in an elicitation — no matter how
much eare is given to ereating a “‘natural™ context — judginents of
proficieney eannot be reliably hased on that elicitation alone. There can be
many reasons. some of them nonlinguistic, for nor produeing speech. 1t
might be noted here that the elicitation sessions from whieh the data were
drawn have a huilt-in oddness. in that first a ehild is asked tospeak solely in
one language (Spanish). then solely in another (English}). The switeh from
Spanish to English is determined by the examiner. or rather hy the Jesign of
the elicitation itself. Onee the interview and narrative in Spanish are
completed, the examiner must switeh to English. The transition might. of
eourse, be made in a gradual way. though, in having the child do near?y

Ry
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identical tasks in the two languages it is difficult not to create the aura of a
testing situation. Children. especially those in the intermediate or higher
grades. are likely tosense they are there to be evaluated, a situation that may
have built-in negative connotations for some of them. In this connection. it is
important torecognize that a child who produces minimal responses, such as
short, elliptical answers to questions, may be skilfully employing a strategy
of minimal co-operation. That is, “lack” of language production, far from
indicating an inability, may sometimes correlate with proficiency. At the
same time, it is clear that a child who produces little language in the
elicitation should be observed and interacted with in a variety of other
settings in order to provide a more reliable basis for evaluation.

Secondly, the complexity, flexibility and range of linguistic and
interactional skills that even very young children have command of are quite
vast, as recent work on children’s conversational and discourse skills has
begun to demonstrate (Ervin-Tripp & Mitchell-Kernan, 1977). Itis unlikely
that any single test can be designed which will reliably sample an adequate
range of a proficient child’s skills. Thus even where a child does exhibit a
variety of proficiencies in an clicitation, there is no reason to assume this
exhausts that child’s abilities. For the purposes of program placement, of
course, it may not be immediately necessary to sample such a child’s
language skills in other settings. nor may it be practicable, given the
constraints of time, money and personnel school districts usually operate
with.

This latter point brings us to a third theme. in the first two themes,
limitations of elicitations for evaluating language proficiency were
emphaslzed. Here the stress is on the value of getting recorded samples of
speech as produced in interactional settings, even where these settings are
admittedly artificial to some extent. For one thing, examiners skilled enough
in interacting with children can allow the interaction to be flexible and to “go
with” the flow of the interaction as partly determined by the child.
Examiners can actively encourage the child'’s participation by listening to
and responding to what the child says and does, rather than having to focus
their attention on testing particular performance abilities. Opportunities for
the display of conversational skills that are used in other situations can be
provided for thatother, more highly structured tests aimed at testing specific
competencies (such as the Bifingual Syntax Measure [Burt et al, 1975)), may
miss. That is, if one's goal, as examiner, is to find out whether a child has
command of negation, one is likely to see a very different chlid —
linguistically speaking — than if one’s goal is to establish a conversational
interaction with the child. *

Although there are implications thatneed tobe stressed, they cannot be
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elaborated on here. By getting samples of discourse, whether through
elicitation, observation or simply through casual interaction, one begins to
get a picture both of what children can do and what they actually do. Such
samples can only be evaluated in terms of participants’ mutual definition of
the ongoing situation: judgments of proficiency are based on judgments of
communicative intent. But no interactional context is isolated from the
institutions and socio-political contexts which “surround” it, as it were, By
focusing attention on the relations between contexts, meanings, intentions,
linguistic and discourse strategies, and judgments of proficiency, a
sociolinguistic/discourse approach 1o language proficiency assessment could
form the beginnings of a more general critique of the way of language use
and their associated ways of life we want to teach, actually teach, or fail to
teach.
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_ Linguistic repertoires, communicative
" competence and the hispanic child

Flora Rodriguez-Brown and Lucia Elias-Olivares
University of Illinois, Chicago

Studies dealing with the languages used by bilingual children have generally
focused on the individual speaker’s capacity to form and comprehend
sentences in the standard variety of one of the two languages (Gonzilez,
1970; Lance. 1975). Language beha: ior in specific speech situations within
aspeech community has been the eoncern of more recent studies which have
examined bilingual spzech (Poplack, 1979; Zentella, 1978; MeClure,
1977). These studies have taken as a starting point the speech community as
awhole and have examined the structuze of the total range of styles available
to the speakers through the use of sociolinguistic and ethnographie
methodologies. Speech community, speech event, speech act, verbal
repertoire and communicative competenee have been the basic concepts
used in such research because they are fundamental to understanding how
language is used in different settings (Blom & Gumperz. 1972; Gumperz,
1964; Hymes, 1974). Several studies have demonstrated that there are no
single style speakers and that most speakers move along a continuum of
linguistie varieties whose seleetion depends on sociolinguistie factors such as
types of speech events, attitudes toward varieties. formality or informality of
the speech situation, age, sex, education, etc. (Hernindez-Chavez, 1978;
Labov, 1966; Penalosa, 1979). The languages and linguistic varieties —
dialects, languages, styles, and registers — available to members of a speech
community in the home, the neighborhood and the school constitute their
linguistic or verbal repertoire.

If one agrees that speech is primarily social behavior, and that it should
not be limited to the production of grammatically correct sentences, then
one can argue as Hymes does that:

“A child from whot any and all of the grammatical sentences of a
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language might come with equal likelihood would be of course a social
monster. Within the social matiix in which it acquires a system of
grammar a child acquires also a system of its v =, regarding persons,
places. purposes, other models of communication, etc. — all the
components of communicative ¢vents, together with attitudes and
beliefs regarding them. There also develop patterns of the sequential
use ol language in conversation. address, standard routines, and the
like. In such acquisition resides the child's sociolinguistic competence
{or, more broadly. communicative competence), Its ability to
participate in its society as not only a speaking, but also a
communicating member. What children so acquire, an integrated

theory of sociolinguistic description n.astbe able to deseribe.” (Hymes,
1974, p. 75)

From this perspec..ve, the basic unit for the analysis of the interaetion of
language and social setting is the communicative event (Hymes, i974).

Some researchers have .ot unly examined language behavior inspecific
speech situations. but have also changed the unit of analysis from the
sentence lo speech acts and events. Current research dealing with discourse
structure fuuuses on turns of speaking, conversa'‘ons, moves, utterances,
and exchanges (Ervin-Tripp & Mitchell-Kerman, 1977; . :lair &
Coulthard. 1973). This research has focused on diversity in language where
it has beea found that there is not always a direct correspondence between
linguistic functions and structural forms. Questions. for example, are
difficalt to code because some questions can be interpreted as re*. =sts for
information. others as jmbedded iluperatives, while still others as simply
rhetorical (Ervin-Tripp, 1977). Thus, the function of an interrogative,
declarative or imperative sentence may be served by different forms.
Because any given speech act can include several grammatical structures,
and any given grammatical structure can be used to perform several
communicative acts, there may, sometimes, be a lack of correspondence
between form and function (Coulthard, 1977; Hymes, 1971).

Dore (1977) indicates that form 2'one cannot determine pragmatic
function because the hearer’s interpretation of the speaker’s communicative
intent is dependent on various factors that function independently of the
grammar. The firststep in the formalization of the analysis of the funetional
use of speech according to Laboy is to distinguish *“what is being said from
what is being done” (Labov. 1972, p. 121). This type of analysis must rclate
asmaller pumber of sentences written within a grammatical framework toa
much larger set of actions accomplished with words,

Withbilingual children, the speeificativiof thy « st tin which eachor
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both languages are used is relevant because to say that children are
dominant or more proficient in English or Spanish is insufficient. Shuy
points out that in order to begin to assess language abilities accurately; one
must assess comparative language abilities in a broad number of contexts,
specifying in detail where, under what circumstances, and to what extent
each language is used, as well as the relationships among those contexts
(Shuy, 1977). Thus, in orderto answer the question whether a child is more
dominant or more proficient in English at school, in the neighbourhood
playground, or with her or his siblings, one must consider not only a
quantitative dimension but a qualitative dimension as well, e.g. con-
versations with peers and siblings or forrual interactions with teachers,
and performance within various speech functions such ... .equesting and
giving information, commanding, persuading or complaining (Herndndez-
Chévez, 1978). In short, a holistic approach examines language use in
specific situations, with different interlocutors and for different purposes.

Traditionally, testing situations which are monolingually defined tend
to reduce the speaker’s linguistic repertoire. Lavandera (1978) points out
that it is only in bilingually defined settings and situations that the bilingual’s
total verbal repertoire is used. That is, the speaker is able to activate all the
varieties possessed by him or her, mix them (code-switch), and thus take
advantage of his or her range of communicative competence.

The study, which isdescribed in this paper, focused on the assessment of
communicative competence of children who are at different levels of
proficiency in English and Spanish. The approach used was a
sociolinguistic/ethnographic one. The purpose of the study was to examine
the extent to which children use questions at different levelsof proficiencyin
Spanish and English. Several of the components of the communicative
events were used for the study. They are: (1) the various kinds of participants
and their sociological attributes; (2) the mode of communication: either
verbal yr written; (3) the linguistic varieties shared by the participants; (4)
the setting: hotme, neighborhood, classroom; (5) the intent or purpose held
bv the speakers; (6) the topic and comments; (7) the types of events: e.g.
q ¢stions, commands, jokes.

Smbject selection
Investigators selected the study sample after visiting three bilingual
classes in the Chicago area. Classtooms were observed in terms of program

structure, availability of children and teacher co-operation as well as
physical environment. Nincteen children from two classrooms were selected
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as potential subjects for the study. The purpose of the subject selcction “vas
to find children of Hispanic origin at each of six differcnt levels of Spa ish
and English proficiencies;

High English Proficicncy — High Spanish Proficiency
High English Proficiency — Low Spanish Proficiency
High English Prociency — No Spanish Proficiency

Low English Proficiency — Low Spanish Proficiency
Low English Proficiency — High Spanish Proficiency
No English Proficiency — High Spanish Proficiency

The degrees of proficiency used are the ones described by De Avila &
Duncan (1977) in the Language Assessment Scales (LAS). These
descriptions appear in and apply to both Spanish and English.

The language proficiency of the possible target children was
determined by 4 criteria: a) adminictration of the LAS in both Spanish and
English; b) rating of proficiency levels (in both languages )by the researchers
after interviewing each child; c) the teacher’s perception of each child’s
language proficiency in both Spanish and English; and the parents’
perception of their own children’s proficiency level in Spanish and English.
The list of target children was narrowed down by choosing only children
where at least three out of thesc four criteria were in agreement on the
child’s proficicncy level. As much as possible, the subjects selected for the
study came from the same classroom, same ethnic background and were of
the same age and sex. Table { shows the breakdown of the subjects by sex
and ethnicity.

TABLE | Subjects. Breakdown by proficiency in Spanish and English, sex and
ethnicity

Subject Proficiency description Female Male

High English — High Spanish Mexican

High English — Low Spanish  Mexican/Puerto Rican

High English -- No Spanish ~ Mexican/Puerto Rican

Low English — Low Spanish Mexcan
Low English — High Spanish Mexican

No English — High Spanish Puerto Rican

All the subjects selected were between 8.6 and 9.6 years of age and
were attending thii ..de. Subjects 1, 2 and 3 had lived in the U.S.A. all
theit lives while all the others had immigrated or migrated to the U.S within
the last six years (range from six months to five years). Before the subjects
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were finally sclectcd for the study, parents signed a written permission
agreeing to allow their children 1o be videotaped in different settings

Home background of subjects

Subject 1: Paila, who is proficicnt in both Spanish and English, was
born in California. She lives with her parents and olderbrother. Her mother
reports oral and reading ability in English and Spanish. They usually speak
more Spanish than English at home and prefer io listen to radic or to waich
telcvisions in English. They live in an intcgrated white-Hispanic, low
socio-economic status (SES) neighborhood.

Subject 2: Ana is proficient in English and shows low proficiency in
Spanish, she was born in Waukegan, lllinois, lives in a low middle-class,
white ncighborhood with her mother and a younger brother {age three). She
spcaks mainly English at home. She practises Spanish wk2n she visits her
grandmother who lives in town:

Subfect 3: Carmen is proficient in English but shows almost ro
proficicncy in Spanish. She was born in Waukegan where she lives with her
motherand stepfather in a low middle-class white neighborhood. She hasan
older sister and a younger brother. She spoke mainly English at home until
her mother remarricd someonc who spoke only Spanish. The mother now
wants Carmen to participate in the bifingual class so that she can learn and
pr-~tise Spanish in order to better communicate with ner stepfather.

Subject 4: Josd who has low proticiency in both languages, was born in
Mexico. He came tothe U.S.A. about five ycars ago. He has older siblings to
whom hc speaks mainly Spanish. His parents. who work full time, report tha,
they listen to the radio or watch telcvision predominantly in Spanish. Their
house, which they own. is situated in an integrated neighborhood.

Suprject 3: Juanita has becn in the U.S.A. less than a year and is highly
proficicnt in Spanish but not so in English. She has younger siblings. The
grandmother Jives with thern at home. The parcnts report that they speak
only Spanish ¢ their children. They live in a low SES ncighhorhood
composed mainly of Hispanics and whites.

Subject 6: Ci:sar has been on the U.S. mainiand less than 2 year and like
Juanita has high Spanish proficiency but low English proficiency. He lives
with his mother, who speaks only Spanish, and two older siblings who are
learning English. The mother reports that shc has no proficiency in English
and that she has an elementary school educational background. At home
they prefer to listen to radio or to watch televis:on in Spanish. The family
lives in a low SES, mixed, Hispanic-Black neighborhood.
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Subjects’ teacker

The teacher in the class chosen for the study isan Anglo female, bornin
“outh Am.rica to missionary parents. She has a good command of Spanish,
and has taught elementary school for two years. She is very organized (as
reflected in her classroom management techniques and in her workplans)
and committed to her teaching.

Although the classroom was structured, it was run in a relaxed manner
where the children could interact not only with the teacher but with other
children during the different activities. The class was conducted
predominantly in English, although the teacher would often transtate for the
non-English speaking children, especially to give explanations and/or
directions. The teacher taught Spanish tothe whole class three timesa week,
sJ most children knew some Spanish. and the English speaking children
were helpful to those learning English.

Tke teacher had an aide who was Puerto Rican, dominant in Spanish
and with a good cominand uf English, although she spoke it with a strong
accent. The teacher aide was jr, charge cf the four children who had low
Erglish proficiency. She was to give themspecial help inthe areas of Spanish
and English reading and language arts, as well as to assist them with
worksiieet assignments in different areas.

Data collection

Videotaped data on each child were collected. The researchers
observed the classroom, became familiar with the children and visited their
homes before undertaking formal videotaping. Field notes were collected at
these times. Parents of the subjects as well as three groupsof 25 peopl< from
the Hispanie community, each pertaining to three different age groups
{three generations), were interviewed in order to determine their language
use patterns and their attitudes toward language, school, ete. Afterwards,
each chitd was videotaped with a stationary Sony AVC 3250 camer during
one school day. Each target child wore alapel microphone during th= taping
session. A wireless microphone was tried at first but problems with frequency
interruptions made it vltimalely impossible to use for dat. collection
purposes. The camera was focused on the target chitd and the children
around her or him.

Subsequently, children were videotaped at home, piaying with other
children and at a picnic where all six children were able to interact. Several
audio recorders were used to collect data in areas where the camera wasnot
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recordlng Furthermore, the parents were audio-iecorded during the
interview in order to collect sample parent language data.

Data apalysis

A transcription code system was developed to analyze the videotaped
data. The information coded included the following:

. Location of interaction or utirances (in the case of soliloguia);

. 3peaker: TC=target child, AC=another child, T=teacher,
Exp=experimenter;

. Transcription (only conversations in which the target child was
involved were transcribed);
Context (information relative to the lesson, activity, etc.);
Immediate situation (a brief description of what is happening
between people involved in the interaction);

. Translation (if in Spanish).

The transcription system was explained to several assistants who
1ranscribed the tapes. A researcher was available to clear up any ambiguity.
Subsequently, a different assistant, checked the same tape to assure the
reliability and validity of the information.

A system te.- code target children interactions was designed using the
information obtained from the transcripts. An interaction was defined as a
series of conversaticnal turns by two or more speakers around a common
activityor topic which arc temporarily related. A listingof these interactions
per child forms the language repertoire for the study. For this chapter only
the school language repertoire is discussed.

The language repertoire of eaclh child was quantified accu.ding to the
number of utterances. Utterances are defined as units of speech (sentences,
phrases, words) which express an idea and for intent. Utterances, may be just
one word or may be very complex sentences in form and/or function and, as
such, do not reflect the same degree of proficiency.

Asshown inTables 2 and 3, the Spanish and English utterances foreach
child were counted per subject and language and per subject and setting. Itis
important to clarify that the number of total utterances is not a measure of
language proficiency in Spanish and English. However, it is expected that a
child who is more proficient in English will produce more utterances in
English than Spanish and vice versa. For bilingual children it should be
noted, the language used i ap interaction will depend upon the situation,
the con.ext, the interlocutor, etc., involved in the interaction.

v
oG

60




34 LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT

_ TABLE 2 Students’ language repertoire per subject and language

Unterances

% % %
Subject  Total Engltsh  Spanish  Mix

Paula %74 64.5 335 1.0

Carmen 603 96.7 7 .
94.5 5.4 -
18.4 80.4 1.
13.0 84.7 2.
16.5 83.1 .

TABLE 3 Students’ language repertoire per language and setting

English Spanish

Towl % Home* % School Toal % Home % Schoot
Subject Utterances Unterances

Paula 676 50.1 49.9 187 93.5 6.4
Carmen 591 54.3 45.7 120 90 10.0
Ana 468 44.4 55.6 68 17.6 82.3f
" José 103 44.7 55.3 284 70.8 29.2
Juanita 167 74.3 25.7 941 86.0 14.0
César* 99 76.8 23.2 527 72.7 21.3

Note: f“l_-i(:gle language was collected mainly from play activities withsiblings and/or
riends.
TAna’s Spanish repertoire at school includes a 15 minute talk with one of the’
rescarchers, Thceonversation was allinSpanish and most of Ana’s responses
in Spanish were one word utterances (vocabulary items). :

Two hundred and fifty-six questions were used by the six children. A
taxonomy used to describe the students’ questions was based on available
«studies (Ervin-Tripp & Mitchefl-Kernan, 1977) and on personal
obser~ation. Table 4 lists the types, definitions, and examples of questions
employed by the children. It can be noted from this fabie that the children’s
repertoire of questions goes beyond simple requests for information — as
questions are generally considered — to requests for action, to imbedded
imperatives, and to rhetorical questions. The data were coded
independently by two experienced coders to assure inter-rate: reliability.
_ Aquantitative analysis of the data (Tables 4 and 5) demonstrates that,
in general, questions occur more oftcn in the language in which the chitdren
are more proficient. Furthermore, there is no significant difference in the
number of questions used by each child.
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TABLE4 Repertoire of questions and examples of communicative intentions
and iheir meaning.

Requests for Information solicit information about the identity, localion. time
or property of an object. event or situation: e.g. {En
cual pagina vas ti?

Requests for clarification solicil more spevific information when the child has
failed to understand the referent of the &rc\rious
ullerance; a rcason or expianation; e.g. Which one?

Requesss for approval to request a judgement oran atlitude about events or
Situations; €.g. Do you thing this looks good?

Requests for action solicit the listener to perform, not to perform, or to
stop to perform an action; e.g. José, ;préstama esla
goma?

Requests for permtission Solicil permission to perform an action; ¢.g. Miss
Jones, can 1 finish this?

YesiNo quesiions solicit affirmation or ncgation of the propositional
content of the addressor's uticrance; e.g. Arc we
Icaving now?

Rhictorical questions solicil a listener’s acknowledgment to allow spcaker
to continuc; ¢.g. £ Tii 5abes cudintas malas me Saqué?

Hesitation questions answer a question with another question. showing
hesitation and inscourily; ¢.g. Herc. . . living room?

Discussion

Requests for information were the types of questions that had the
highest frequency of occurrence in English (52.7%} as well as in Spanish
(50%), followed by yes/no questions (23.6% for Spanish and 12% for
English). Requests for permission and for clarification had a higher
incidence of occurrence among children who were more proficient in
English.

At the same time, there was a tendency to group those students who
were equally proficient in both languages with English monolinguai
students. This was the case with Paula, the most balanced bilingual of the
group, who was always assigned the same work as the English monclinguals.
It may have been that hcr opportunities to maintain and improve her
Spanish proficiency were curtailed while she continued to develop her
proficiency in English. More data obtained in other, more natural settings
need to be examined in order to be able to determine the types of questions

) v 6.2




TABLE Number and percentage of questions asked per child in the classroom
SPANISH

Juanita César Total number of

questions used
5 5 3 2 H by alf children

Totaf use: 49 Totaf use: 67 Towl use: 39  Towal use: 0 Tolaf use: 0 Total use
15¢

%ﬁ‘gg:ﬁ , Occ. % Oce. % Oce. % Occ. % Occ. % | Oce %

Req. info. 29 . 33 . 13 . 75

Req. clarif. . . 10 16

Req. permis 2 : 3 19
Req. approv. . . 12 1.5
Yes/No ques. . . 39 244
Req. action . 8 1c 6.3
Ritet, ques. - p] 1.3

Hesl. ques. . 2 1.3
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TABLE 6 Number and percentage of questions asked per child in the classroom

ENGLISH

José Juanita Total number of
questions used
5 5 5 3 =2 ! by all children

Total use: 52 Total use: 38  Totwf use: 54  Towml use: 1! Toal use: ! Total use: 3 Total tse
179

SANIOLYALTY JILSINONTT

Oourenss | Oce. % Oce. % O % O % O % O %| O %

Red. info. 17 g2 9 2 3 1 1 3170

Req. clarif. . 13 . 7 26
Req. pemis, . 20
Req. approv. . . 5
Yes/No ques. . . . \ . 27
Req. action . . 5
Rhet. ques. . . 12

Hesi. ques.
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used more often by children who have low proficiency in either of the two
languages.

Not all utterances were composed of fuil propositions. Many questions
consisted of only one word requests for clarification, such as *huh?™, which
is a recurrent patterr in children with low proficiency. For example, this was
observed with Ana when she tried to have a conversation with one of the
rescarchers in Spanish.

Some of the questions were ambiguous. Yes/no questions seemed
similar on certain occasions to requests for approval, and requests for
information could also have been coded as imbedded imperatives. After
looking at the context it was found that the question was @ request for action
by the addressee, as in the following example:

César: L Tienes l4piz grande?
(Do you have a big pencil?) (Waits for pencil)
Préstaselo a José.
(Lend it 10 José).

Arture: No sabia que eras su amigo tantito.

(I didi’t know yout were His friend.)

César: Tantico nomas. Préstaselo pa’cer el work y mds na.
(Just for a few minutes. Let him use it o work and nothing else.)

Rhetorical questions seem to be a more sophisticated level of language use.
The majority of the rhetorical questions were in English and were used by
students who had a high level of proficiency in that language, e.g.

Paula: These are my pencils.

Mimi: One is mine

Paula: That's . . . How am 1 going to erase them?
Mimi, could | have your eraser?

It is obvious in the preceding example that tite addresser does not
expect to get an answer to her question {How am I going to erase them?)and
thus she continues with the next request for action. An interesting kind of
discourse pattern occurs when questions are used to answer other questions
because speakers do not want to commit themselves to a definite answer,

e.g.

T: How would you feel about this friend of yours telling your teacher?
Pauta: Sad?
T: What would you want to do with that friend?
Pavla: Beat him?
or
65
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These types of answers are particularly noticeable in the speech of José a
very low English proficient speaker when he tries to communicate in that
language. e.g.

T: José, tell me where are these people going to sleep
José: Here. . . living room?
T: Okay. No, in the bedroom.

T: Where did you put your milk?
José: In here.

T: What’s that?

José: The refrigerator?

José’s hesitation and insecurity in answering in English was increased
by the attitude of the teacher who often ignored his questions and continued
to speak without paying attention to him. Furthermore, he did not seem to
be accepted by the rest of his classmates who felt that his Spanish discourse
relied too heavily on lexical items which they did not consider appropriate
for classroom interactions. They would regularly laugh at him when he made
mistakes. This contributed to his feeling of insecurity and to his hesitating
questions, e.g.

T: But this here is a rug. It'son the ...
José: Rug? (Everybody laughs. José looks embarrassed.)
T: It’s on the floor. The rug is on the floor.

Although Paula would also sometimes hesitate in discourse, her
answers did not produce the same derisive reaction as José’s, This difference
scemed to nccur because Paula was a leader in the class and had high
proficiency in both languages.

It should be pointed out that some of the children may have asked
questions of a certain type only in one of the two languages because of the
classroom structure. The limited English proficient {LEP) students in this
sample were, perhaps involuntarily isolated from the more English
proficient students because they often worked in small group situations with
the teacher aide where the interaction tended to be in Spanish. Even when
the groups were reading in English, the children asked the teacher aide
questions in Spanish to which she also replied in Spanish,.

The data demonstrates that the same types of questions are asked in
both languages, although children who are more proficient in English seem
to have access to a greater variety of questioning strategies. In addition, the

Coed
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type of setting or activity seems to influence the language in which the
questions are asked. Consequently. in a bilingual class, in order for the
children to grow proficient in two languages they need to be given an
opportunity to work in different groups so that they are not involuntarily
isolated from a richer language experience.

in a larger study with different contexts it may be possible to
demonstrate that some types of questions eould be specific to certain levels
of proficiency in English or Spanish. If so, this could be the basis for a
construct aimed at determining language proficiency from a discoutse
analysis perspective. This construct would have to take into account the
child4’s entire communicative competence rather than concentrating only on
limited aspects of language competence (vocabulary, grammar), which are
usually based on adults’ expectations of ehildren’s linguistic performance.

Conclusion

The purpose of the paper was toshow that children who are at different
levels of language proficiency possess a rich repertoire of interrogative
forms. Questions are used in classroom interactions in order to
communicate various messages, such as requests for information, requests
for action, or requests for permission. Questionsare most often employed in
the language in whicli the child is more proficient, and the questions are
often determined by the type of setting or activity in which the children
participate.

It appears that when the language repertoire of children is analyzed
from an integrative perspective, a better description of the children’s
communicative competence is possible, By looking for what adults feel
children should know. educators have been disregarding children’s actual
performance.

New studies in child discourse across levels may open new avenues for
testing language constructs which are integrative and holistic, and which
take into account form as well as functions of language. In this way, a better
understanding of the communicative competence of bilingual children may
be gained.
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Intergenerational variation in
language use and séructure in a
bilingual context?

"“'“"_"“““"‘*—Shana"l"oplack"' T T e o T e o T T T
Center for Puerto Rican Studies
City University of New York and University of Ottawa

The structure of the vernacular cannot be meaningfully studied through the
introspection, elicitation and grammaticality/acceptability test data
ordinarily used by linguists. Ar internalized normativity based on the
“standard” language irretnevably biases all such data. Choices of register,
style and other aspects of discourse mode are equally difficult to assess
systematically through introspection, since such choices are most often not
the result of conscious conversational strategy, and, as long as they are
situationally appropriate choices, are not even noticed by speaker or hearer,
Nor does the native speaker’s faculty for grammatical judgement apply here
in the same way it does to phonological strings or syntactic constructions.

These two ty pes of problems are compounded in the study of bilingualism
in a minority community. Consider first the structural level. Not only is the
minority variety of the majority language usually very highly stigmatized,
but also the minority language itself characteristically shows many signs of
adaptation to the bilingual situation. These changes are typically rejected
and denied by even the nvore progressive community members, Reliance on
elicitation or grammaticality judgements is notoriously misleading in sucha
situation. But since even observation depends on access to very specific
naturalistic conditions, and these conditions are not compatible with the
presence of a scientific observer., mich research on bilingual grammar has
been based on testing and elicitationir artificial conditions, often leading to
spurious results.

Turning from the structural to the interaction.! level, we find that this
semsitivity to context also leads to severe difficulties ir: studying the choice
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and functions of various discourse modes, precisely because bilinguals’
choice of language or their use of code-switching become key clements in
their repertoire of discourse modes. This is reflected in the pervasiveness of
interpretivist analyses of language choice among scholars of bilingualism.
Sinccthe Obscrver’s Paradox makesitso !'ficult to obtain naturalistic data,
systematic and predlctive studies arc beyond the resources of most
rescarchers, and so attention is focused on the occasional example of
unexpected choice of language or code-switch in an attempt to infer its
interactional significance ¢r symbolic rolc in conversation. These studies,
though often very insightful. can only serve to furnish initial hypotheses
about the srecial nature of bilingual interaction within the community.

In this ...apter t stress the rele of long-term participant observation as
part of an interdisciplinary approach to resolving these problems in the
study of bilingualism. On the interactional level, this provides the critical
check ¢ . sclf-report, attitudinal data and test results. The contrast between
the latter types of clicited information and obscrvations of naturally
occurring behavior leads to a much clearer understanding of patterns of
language use and the saciological and ideological forces which mold these
patterns. 1t allows one to make inferences about the current evolution of
language choice with far more accuracy and confidence than questioning or
test results could afford.

For studics on the structural level, the use made of lhe ethnographic
contribution is very spectic and limited in pature, but nonetheless
indispensable. The role of cthnography in the sociolinguistic studies
reported in ensuing se- tions was primarily to provide contextually validated
data in quantities large enough for input into the quantitative analysis of
structural variation. The stress on natural context is cruciat to obtaining
authentic data on, for example. code-switching, which has been shown tobe
virtually unobtainable using other methodologies (Poplack, 1 981). Thusthe
participant obscrvation cifeetively opens up a class of entirely new
possibilities for analyses of bilingual grammar. This is not, however, the
primary goal of the ethnographic component of the study, nor is the quantuy
and quality o1 data obtuined in this way capable, in and of itself, of providing
answers to the specilic questions we have raised regarding the cffeets of
language contact without first undergoing rigorous linguistic and statistical

. analysis to clarify and confirm the nature of variation and change within the
community.

In what lollows. | document the results of it series of studies of language
use in a stable bilingual Pucrto Rican community. These stvlies illustrate
the utility of an interdisciplinary approach to the sssessment f biiingual
linguistic competence.
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In a first set of studies (Language Policy Task Force, 1980) long-term
participant observation was used, along with detailed attitude question-
naires and quan.itative sociolinguistic analyses of selected linguistic features
In order to ascertain: whether Spanish was being maintained among the
aduits in the community; their feclings regarding maintenance or loss; and,
whether and how the variety of Spanish spoken had been affected by close
contact with English.

All the ninety-one individuals in the samnle were found to be bilingual to
some degree, ranging from passive knowledge of one of the two languages
involved, to full productive competence in both, skills which for the most
part, had been acquired outside of any formal language instruction. Though
community members were well aware of the negative attitudes of outsiders
towards Puerto Rican varieties of Spanish (and English), they generally
assessed their Spanish as “good”. And indeed, quantitative sociolinguistic
analyses of morphological, syntactic and semantic aspects of Puerto Rican
Spanish (Poplack, 1982) reveal not only that fundamental differences
between this variety and the so-called *standard” are very limited, but also
that differences which do emerge are intra-systemic and cannot be
accounted for merely by recourse tothe explanation of contact with English.

One finding which may 2 pear not to favor the maintenance of Spanish in
this community is the observation that neither Spanish nor English is used
exclusively in any domain (Pedraza, i981). Such functional separation of
languages has been considered necessary (e.g. Fishman, 1966) for the
survival of the subordinate languags. Nonetheless, the overwhelming
majority os aduits (about 90% ) want theiv children to speak Spanish as a first
language (most parents in fact want their children to acquire both
simnl. sn:ously ), a responsibility very few place on the schools, Rather the
consensus >ecms to be that all sectors — school, family and community —
contribute to the maintenance of Spanish (Language Policy Task Force,
1980). However, these same ethnographic observations suggested that most
younger Puerto Ricans of the third generation prefer English, a finding
which could be incerpreted as evidence of language shift. This raised the
question of now the community language skills, attitudes and use were
transmitted from one gencration t the next.

A subsequent series of swdies focused on language distribution among
the children in the comnwnity, using the same three-faceted methodology
described above. The goal was to find out whether English was in fact
gaining among these youngsters, and the nature of the competing roles of
family, community and schoal in affecting maintcnance, shift or loss.
Labov's studies of Black English Vernacular among South Harlem
adolescent peer-groups had already demonstrated the primacy of peer
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influence over parental liuguistic patterns (Labov, 1972; Labov, Cohen,
Robins & Lewis, 1968). Labov has also detailed the miciosociclogical
implications of the conflicting norms represented by peers vs. schools and
the wider society. The alternating use of Spanish and English among Puerto
Rican children is subject to these same three sources of external influence —
the home, the school and the peer group in the community. Here, however,
the situation is somewhat riore complex. For example, what would be the
effect of a monclingual Spanish home environment and mainly English peer
involvement on the current and future language preference of a child? How
does enrolment in monolingual English vs. bilingwal school programs
cross-cut or reinforce these competing influences?

Data and methods

The rescarch on language dist:ibution among the children in the
community is based on data collected from sixteen Puerto Rican children
ranging in age from five to nwelve years. The sample was chosen fo fit the
following criteria: ’ .

{. In order to investigate the inter-generational transmission of
bilingwal skills the children were offspring of adults already
studied;

In order to compare the effects onlanguage struciure and language
choice of monolinguas vs. bilingual education programs they
attended P.S. 222. a local clementary school with a bilingual
program;

They were cither of school entry age (Kindergarten through
second grade), when home influence cri langnage choice is
greatest. or leaving elementary school (grades five and six), when
peer influence is presurmably stronger.

These children were observed for nearly two years in their classrooms,
in the lunchroom and 2t reces:. During the summer holidays the children
were followed back to .he block and observed on the street interacting with
their peers and at hom: with their families. They were also tape-recorded in
all these situations as well as more formal ones. (i.c. responses to a language
attitude survey, replies to # semi-formal “sociohinguistic interview”, and
virious psycholinguistic tests of language dominance) This yiclded a very
large data base. consisting of observations of language use in all these
settings, the children’s own reports and attitudes toward their language
use (as emerged from their responses to the formal instruments},
and 165 hours of tape-recorded speech as actually used in each setting.
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Intergenerational aspects of language use

All but one of the children’s parents claim Spanish as their “first™
language; almost all consider it their current “stronger™ language. despite
having been in the United States anywhere from two to forty-seven years.
The older generation is equally divided between those who report using
exclusively Spanish with all interactants (parents. siblings, peers, children
and co-workers where applicable). and those who report using both
languages depending on the interlocutor. This is in sharp contrast to their
children, none of whom repon using only Spanish with all interactants,

- Indeed. two thirds of the children claimed ao interactant or setting which
required exclusively Spanish. This can be scen in Figure 1.

0o r
Spansh onty

.,‘.'.

50 e Aguts
. Children
' )
Geand- Parents Sibh Peers Co-workers/
parents ngs school-mates

FIGURE t Reported use of Spanish only by adults and children according to the
interlocuior

The data in Figure 1 appear to suggest the use of only Spanish as a
function of familial relationships and gencrational distance. The graph
shows that usc of Spanish is pereeived to decrease from family members to
non-family members. and within the family from the older generation to
siblings.

But the difference between the number of puients and children wito
report using only Spanish appears from Figure 1 to be very great. and if we
were to limit the analysis to this figure alone, we would have to conelude that
usc of Spanish is decreasing rapidly among the younger gencration: whereas
ail of the adults report using exclusively Spanish with their parents. no more
than 58% of the children speak only Spanish with their grandparents.
Indeed, parents and grandparents are the sole interactants with whom more
than haif of the children report speaking only Spanish. an assessment which
coincides exactly with what lh:!;’ ‘_(:wn parents report,
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Howeser, examination of Figure 2 shows that sole use of English with
various interlocutors is reported by {wer than one third of both parents and
children; it anything. by fewer children than adults. The key difference
between the parents and the children lies in the number of children who
feport using botlr languages with the interactants in question (Figure 3).
Indeed, itis in intcractions wit® siblings that most respondents claim to use
both Spanish and English. In particular. it appears from these figures that
interactions which were carried out by the older gencration solely or
predominantly i Spanish (especially those involving parents and siblings)
are now reported by the younger generation to be carried out in both.? This
i 10 be expected from the nature of the community in which these children
were bornand raised (Language Policy Task Force, 1980). where there are
only very lew compietely monolingual speakers of either language. Yet it is

Percentage responte
100 - .

Enghishonty

Grand- F;atems Sibhngs Poers Co-workersy

parents school-mates
CHGURL 2 Reported wie of English only by adults and children according 1o
inierlocutor
Percentage response
100
Bath
50l Children
L. 4 Aduits
0 [ TTTRTTTTr ey SrrLLL
Grand- Parents Siblings Peors Co-warkers/
- parents Schogl-mates

LIGURL 3 Reporied tse of both Spanish and English by adwlie and children according
to interlocutor,
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also the case that children are responsible for introducing English into
previously all-Spanish domains. a finding which may be interpretedin favor
of language shift (e.g. Fishman, 1966; Cornejo, 1973; Gal, 1978), which in
turn, according to the paradigm espoused by many studies, should lead to
language loss. Observations of language use in the three settings of home,
school and block, however, reveal that the factors affecting language choice
are far more complex and varied than simple reports of language use
according to one's interlocutor would indicate. They clearly demonstrate
that in a sociolinguistically complex, stable vilingual community, even one
as ethnically and socio-economically homogeneous as the one under
investigation, no single factor, be it migratory history, familial linguistic
preference, school program or personal attitude, is sufficient, in and of itself,
to account completely for the language usage of its indis idual members.

Compe.ing influences on current language preference

A major goal ol this work was to discover which domain — home,
school or peer/block — would prove most influential in cases of conflict.
Close observation, however, reveals that the very nature of these environ-
ments allows for differential degrees of freedom of language choice.® A
combination of factors makes the influence of the home crucial to language
choice among Puerto Rican children. Parents control the linguistic exposure
the child receives within the home via choice of guests, television and radio
programs, etc. Parents are also ultimately responsible for an even more
influential factor in determining language preference -— permatting the child
the freedom to come and go outside the home and thus indirectly allowing
him/her to come under influences other than familial. Finally, the factor of
respeio, which requires accommodating to the {linguistic and other) desires
of one’s elders. is clearly at play as well (Pedraza, 1981). Within the home,
then, a child appears to enjoy only limited freedom of language choice:
Spanish, either alone, or in conjunction with English, is the mostappropriate
option in this setting.

In comparison with the situation in a child’s home, the use of language
inthe classroom is correctly perceived as far mote strongly constrained by an
influence exterior to the child’s own will: the teacher. Observation showed
that in class, language selection was consistent with the intended language
allocation of the program (i.e. children in monolingual classes speak
primarily English whilc thosc in bilingual classes ..¢ both langnages.
depending on the task at hand).

With peers on the block, in contrast, apart from a limited number of
generalized, community-wide norms for language use,’ a child is free to use
either Spanish or English or both, largely because mode!s fo. allof these are
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provided by the adults in thc community, who carty out a large part of their
social interaction in public. Choice of language in this domain is thus the
most sensitive indicator of the child’s overali linguistic preference.
Long-term observation of interaction on the block provides evidence in
turn of a complex relationship bctween language use, peer interaction
pattems and sex of the interactant,
Table 1 shows that those children who by choice or compulsion are

TABLE 1 Observed language received at home and used overall, along with
school program placement for “lame’’ and “streetwise’’ children ..

“Lame"”

Language used
Home most in all School
language? seings program

Girls:
Iris
Josie
Dorcas
Debbie
Linda

B

Hcrmminio

“Streetvise”

. Language used
Home most in all School
language setings program

Gitls:
Juanita
Flaquita
Maria

Boys:
(J.fhico
Gordito
Baby
Ramdn
indio
Concjo

mnn

LR 70 o XY R o N ]

* Language received at home,

* Designation refers to language used most frequently.
E = English, $ = Spanish, B = both or Bilingual.
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isolated from their peers (whom we have designated “lames®) show an
overall preierence for the language of the home (which in turn correlates
perfeetly with their placement in a particular school program). For those
who are “streetwise™ {i.c. have extensive peer contact and freedom of
movement both on and off the bloek ), parental influenee is more diffuse, and
the child's school placement does not neeessarily eorrelate with cither home
language or overall preferred language. Table 1 further suggests thatit js the
interaction of sex with peer involvement which explains current language
preference. Boys with extensive peer and block involvement tend to prefer
~ English, regardless of home language and school placement. Boys who are __
more isolated, on the other hand, speak the language of the home.
whichever it may be. In contrast, girls (strectwise or lame) tend to use both
languages (unless their home environments are overwhelmingly monolin-
gual, in which case they prefer the language of the home).

The factors atfecting langnage distribution among children basically
correspond to larger community norms, except that children appear to be
subject te a higher standard of expectation than adults: it is generally taken
for granted that children are Englishspeakers., yet they are also (explicitly or
implicitly) expected to maintain Spanish.

Reported vs. Qbserved language use

Next examined in detail are differences between reported and observed
language use in the three domains of home, sehool and block. as in Table 2.
The starred letters on the right indieate disagreements between reperted
and observed assessment.

As Table 2 illustrates, most of the children report themselves to adapt
their linguistic behavior to the setting (c.g. they report some differentiation
among language choice specific to home, school and/or bloek ), indieating a
perecived separation of language choice by domain. However, our
observations show the opposite situation — in only a few eases does
language preference change aceording to domain, paralleling in this regard
what had already been found for the adult members of the community.

When comparing reports with observations for children placed in
bilingual as opposed to monolingual elasses, a number of points emerge. We
first note that one third of the reports disagree with the observations. This is
actually a surprisingly low figure considering the age of the children (some of
whom were fiv ¢ years old at the time of the interview), and the nature of the
questions. which do not take a simple yes-no answer.

N. twithstanding, comparison of children in bilingual and monolingual
classes reveals some striking differenees. For onc thing, none of the children
in monolingual (i.c. English) classc, reports (nor. more strikingly. is
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TABLE 2 Reported and c.)bserved language used most frequently at home, on
the block and in school according to placement in school program.

Reporred Observed
Home  Block  School | Home  BloCt  School

Bilingual
class

L
-2
-

Iris
e d0diO___
Conejo
Juanita
Flaguita
Josie
Dorcas
Chico_
Herminio

PETOTE ST

mmmrrliwmmrnm
TrmmmmEIEme
LumomEmwmy
LwumImmEIMmme

Twrwommmoow

L]

Monolingual
class

Maria B
Pito E
Debbie E
Ramén E*
Gordito L*
Linda E*

mmmmm®

a Dwgnahons r;,fers to langu:[n;gc used most frequently.

E = English, § = Spanish both or Bilingual.
® Statred letters indicate a diserepancy in reported and observed language use.

observed) using predominantly Spanish in any of the three domains. This is
in contrast to five reports of Spanish-only use (out of a possible
twenty-seven ) from those in bilingual classes, and eight of twenty-seven
observations of exclusive Spanish use. However, interestingly enough,
disagreements between report and observation among children in
monolingual classes show a consistent pattern of over-rating Spanish use.
More than yne third of the reports (seven out of cighteen) indicated use of
both languages, particularly at home and on the block (where half of the
reports did not coincide for both domains), while observation indicated
predominant use of English. This is understandable in view of the favored
status of home and block for Spanish use discussed above.

The discrepancies between reports and observations among children in
bilingual classes show a tendency in the opposite direction noted for the
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monolinguals: cither over-rating their English or under-rating their Spanish
(i.e. reporting more use of both languages when they were actually observed
to use Spanish). These differences may be explicable in terms of the
children’s attitudes.

In response to questions attempting to tap attitudes towards Spanish
such as: “Would you like to speak better Spanish than you do?"'; “If
someone said you talked like a Puerto Rican, would that make you feel
good?”; and “Do you think 2 Puerto Rican kid should know how to speak
Spanish?”, the responses from the children in monolingual programs were
overwhelmingly favorable. Responses from those in bilingual classes were
somewhat more noncommital. Children in monolingual classes apparently
like to think of themselves as using more Spanish than they actually do, while
the reverse appears to be true of those for whom Spanish is more
commonpiace.

Having examined the children’s control of appropriateness norms
according to interlocutor and setting, we next investigate how being brought
up in a stable bilingual community has affected the linguistic structure of
their communicative behavior. These studies, which focus on the way English
influences have or have not affected the structure of Spanish, are carried out
against a background of extensive studies of adults in the same community,
and deal with phenomena which are #0¢ taught in either bilingual or
monolingual classes.

We have seen above that the net effect of demographic movements and
conflicting sociological forces is to expand the domains of appropriateness of
English, apparently without, however. shrinking the functional range of
Spanish. Thus many contexts in which both languages are used were
« Jserved. This is the type of situation in which scholars and intellectuals
have perceived the greatest-danger to theintegrity of the minority language,
citing processes such as borrowing from English and code-switching as the
mechanisms for its simplification and eventual demise {e.g. Varo, 1971;
Harms, 1979). It has been shown that many of these perceptions are
overgencralizations or sterotypes based on impressions and anecdotes
(Poplack, 1982). To reach a genuine understanding of the nature of the
effect, if any, English is exercising on the Spanish spoken by these children, it
is first necessary to ascertain through participant observation, that the data
represent authentic and naturalistic linguistic usage in context; and then
attempt to assess objectively and empirically the nature and amount of
influence, using rigorous linguistic and statistical criteria.

The introduction and integration of loanwords
In the course of classroom obscrvation and other parts of the
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ethnographic investigation, the use of various English words in otherwise
Spanish context was noted. These were assumed to be potential loanwords.
However, few of these words occurred more than once or twice, largely
because the particular topics of conversation which gave rise to them were
seldom repeated. Thus the observational data on each word were
insufficient for any systematic analysis. Accordingly, in a study of the
introduction and incorporation of borrowed material into Puerto Rican
Spanish (Poplack & S»  f, 1980) designations of forty-five objeets, or
types of objects, were . .ed from fourteen of the children in the sample
and their parents. The goal was threefold: 1) to examine the mechanics of
borrowing, and in particular the linguistic processes by which words are
incorporated (*‘integrated’") into the lexicon of the recipient language; 2) to
contribute to the development of criteria for deciding: when insertion into
one code of items from another should be considered a bona-fide
“loanword™; when it represents an instance of code-switching; and, when we
may be justified in speaking of “interference’’; and finally, 3) to empirically
investigate a number of current claims in the literature regarding the social
dynamics of borrowing; in particular, the behavior of older vs. younger, and
adult (non-fluent) vs. childhood (fluent) bilinguals in the adaptation of
loanwords (e.g. Fries & Pike, 1949; Haugen 1950, 1956). We focus on the
last of these here.

Studies of language contact have stressed two basically sociological or
sociolinguistic distinctions as being relevant to the incorporation of
br. rowed .naterial into the linguistic repertoire of the community. One is
the differential role of monolinguals vs. bilinguals of varying degrees of
competence as carriers of innovations; the other involves the changing
shape of loanwords across successive generations of speakers.

A common view is that bilinguals tend to use loanwords before
monolinguals. who learn them from the former. Bilingual speakers are also
thought to assir.late new sounds sooner than their monolingual
counterparts (Fries & Pike, 1949). Haugen (1956) distinguishes betwe.x
monolinguals and those who became bilingual as adults on the one hand, and
childhood bilinguals on the other.® Observing that borrowed items tend to
retain an uncertain linguistic status for some time after their first adoption,
he attributes part of this vacillation to the awareness on the part of the
bilingual of the origin of the borrowed word. and presumably, to his or her
indecision as to whether to produce it according to recipient or donor
language rules. In addition, both monolinguals and non-flueni (*adult®’)
bilinguals make phonic adaptations (or “distortions’) of loanpwords, while
fiuent (“childhood”) bilinguals reproduce the patterns of the donor
language (Haugen 19350. 1956). According to this schema, childhood
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bilinguals, or younger speakers, are responsible for introducing new patterns
into the recipient language. By comparing the behavior of adults and
children with regard to choice of borrowed vs. native designations, and in the
case of the former, with regard to choice of phonetically, morphologically
and syntactically adapted versionsof the form vs. unadapted ones, we sought
to ascertain whether Haugen's hypothesis also accounted for the observed
variation in the Puerto Rican community,

Table 3 compares children’s and adults’ mean scores on twelve indices
conceived to measure various aspects of the integration of English
loanwords into Spanish discourse. The fact that the indices measuring the

TABLE 3 Children’s and adulis’ average scores on iwelve indices of
integration of loanwords into Spanish discourse

Irfices Children Adults
. Total &okens} 16.5 9,2

. Total (No Response) 0.6 0.6

. Total {(Multi-response Speakers) . .

. Proportion (English Tokens)

. Proportion EnFlish-only Responses)

. Proportion (Bilingual Responses)

. Proporiion {Non-Spanish Responses)

. Proportion {English 1st Choice)
Proportion (English ist Choice)
Proportion (English Tokens)

. Mean (Tokeh Inleglralion)

. Maximum (Token Integration)

. Gender Field Consisteney

|
2
3
1
5
6
7
8
9

Y Y = e
IS L e ne e
~J OGP kD OG

—d
|ow
- X~-1-

amount of English use — Proportion {Englisit iokens). Proportion (Englisht
first choices), Proportion (English-only responses) and Proporiion
{ron-Spanisi-only responses) — are all higher for the children than the
adults may be evidenee that English usage is advancing among the younger
generation, at |east insofar as the semantic fields under investigation are
coneerned,® confirming the findings of the ethnographic observations
presented earlier. The equivoeal results for the indices measuring
phonological and morphological integration of the borrowed form into
Spanish patterns — children score lower on Mean ‘10ken irtegraiion) but
higher on Maxinwn: (tohen integration) than the adults — suggest that there
is no diminishing of the Spanish phonological assimilatory mechanism in the
children’s speech. This would disprove contentions that there is increasing
English infloenee in the Spanish phonology of children It also disproves
Haugen's h_rpothesis that childhood bilinguals (the case in varying degrees of
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all the ehildrenin the sample) tend to reproduee borrowed material ina form
which more elosely approximates that of the souree language (English) than
speakers who have aequired one of their two languages in adulthood.

The measures were then analyzed by 2ans of prineipal components
analysis. a method enabling the visualization of relationships implieit in the
data by projecting a multi-dimensional data configuration down to a
subspace of low dJimensionaiity. Indices which are highly correlated are
projeeted elose together on the space spanned by the prineipal components.
while those which are negatively correlated tend to appear far apart. Figure
4 displays the results of a prineipal components analysis where ehildren’s
and adults’ designations of the forty-five coneepts are treated separately.

Without entering into detail (set Poplach & Sankoff. 1980) the indices
contained in the ecircled area in the top right-hand quadrant of Figure 4
includes measures of English predominance over Spanish in the semantie
ficlds under study (sece key).

The two lozenge-shaped areas in the lower right-hand quadeant inelude
measures  of how  well-integrated into  Spanish  phonologieal and
morphalugical patterns are English responses to the stimuli (e.e. was the
eoneept “lnattress” designated matre ['matre] or matiress |'mairas]?) The
remaining twocireles contain measures of how many diverse designations ot
cach stimulus were provided by the respondents (e.g. the econeept “blne
jeans” reeeived cight different Jdesignations; “*tape™ elieited only fape and
cassette). The indices GENF and genf. uneircled in the lower quadrant.

measure the tendeney of responses to have a eonsistent grammatical gender

aeross speakers (both ef rurde and fa térol were offered for *turtle™).

It s clear from the way the indices are disposed in the spaee spanned by
the first two principal eomnponents that the pattern of ehildren’s responses is
ewentially the same as that of the adults. In faet, along the first principal
component, the horizontal axis in Figure 4. there is striking congruence
betw een the generations. In the tull report of this study it is shown that this is
the axis whieh most elosely measures the overall proeess of loanword
integration. inother words, the mechanics of integration proceed in a parallel
fashion for children and adults. Insofar as there are some intergenerational
differences, these are largely eonfined to the second principal component
{the vertical axis in Figure 4). wluch eontrasts multiple-responsc indiees
against those assoeiated with simple responses. Here the children’s indiees
have more extreme values than the adults’. indieating a greater variability of
their responses regarding the number of different terms supplied lor each
concept. This result is essentially an artifact of test construetion, however.
and does not reflect any real intergenerational linguistie difference.

One striking result to emerge from the study is the relative homogeneity
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First principal comprnent
+ 0

- E m '
1.

Ir “Multipie
ob mkrmrs response’

FIGURE 4 Principal componen. analysis of children's (lower case) and adults’ (upper

PEOR/peor

Elfel

ElfElelfe
PETK /petk

PNSR/pnst
PBLR/pblr

case} indices: first two principal components.

proportion of English-only responses (i.e. the propoition of
speakers giving one ot more responses which are all of English
origin).

proportion of Englisi-first-choice responses (i.e. the
proportion of speakers giving an English designation first).
proportion of English tokens which were first choices
proportion of the 10tal number of tokens offered for a given
semantic field which are identified as of English origin.
preportion of non-Spanish only responses (i.e. those offered

in English er in Eaglish and Spanish).

proportion of bilingual responses (i.e. the proportion of
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speakers giving at least one English and one Spanish
designation).

NTK/ntk Total number of answers for a given stimulus,

NMRS/nmirs Number of multiple-response speakers (i.e. those who offered
more than one Tesponsc).

GENF/genf Gender Field Consistency (i.e. the extent 1o which a given
semantic field is consistently expressed with one gender).

MTK/mtki Mean Token Integration (i.e. the average value, over all
English tokens offered for a given stimulus, of the
phonological Integration code for the token).

MXI/mxi Maximum Token Integration (i.e. the maximum
phonological integration for any English token).

NNR/nnr Total (no response)

of the community with regard toloanword usage, stemming from the fin.’2¢
that older and younger speakers are not highly differentiated in this regard.
In effect, previous hypotheses that younger speakers import phonological
and morphological patterns closer to the source language were disproved.
Indeed, such behavior would hardly be consistent with the very notion of
speech community, as enunciated by Gumperz (1972) and Labov (1966).
Rather it appears that when a term is accepted into a speech community, and
adapted into a particular phonologi;al form, it is that form which is
transmitted across generations in much the same way as monolingual
neologisms. This js evidence that the process of borrowing is carried out ina
regular way on thecommunity lcvel, andis not a series of randon1 accidents,

Gender Assignmeni to Borrowed Nouns

In a more detailed study of one aspect of the integration of loanwords
into a recipient language system — the assignment of gender to English
nouns borrowed into Spanish speech (Poplack, Pousada & Sankoff, 1982),
the behavior of children and adults was again compared. Gender is a system
of r- .n classification based on concord, whereby “gender carriers” (in
Spanish, determiners, adjectives and pronouns. as well as participial verbs,
under certain circumistances) must agree with the head noun, regardless of
whether that noun is itself Spanish or English. In English, on the other hand,
genuer has lost its function as a gramenatical category. Given the differences
batv  the languages under consideration, we sought to establish how

uer isass'gned to nouns borrowed from a language in which gendes 1s not
‘Wiperative category into one in which it is.

The role played by speakers of different degrees of bilingual ability in
gender assignment is still under debate. Haugen (1969) reports a large
percentage of vacillation in assignment of gender to loanwords borrowed
into Norwegian. Beardsmore (1971) claims that Belgian speakers “who do
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not heep their two languages separate™ show deviant pender assignment
patieins compared with the rest of the community. Barkin (1980) takes this
tack further by correlating the lack of adaptation of a torrowed noun to
Chicano Spanish patterns with the coniplete abscnee of gender indications
on that noun.

We thus examined in the Puerto Rican community whether there is any
weahenming of this complex system of noun classification ascribable to the
contact situanion by comparing gender assignment patterns of the older and
younger generdtions. We also sought to establish whether formal training in
Spanish (i.c. participation in bilingual programs) is a differcatiating factor in
the children’s behavior,

Accordingly. from the tape-recordings collected during the participant
observation phase of the projeet. 474 instances of English nouns occentring
in naturalisie Spanish discourse were extracted. These were coded
a~ording to whether or not gender was assigned as required by monolingual
syntactic rules and if so. which one. Each noun was also coded for a number
of factory winch couid conceivably contribute to the choice of masculine vs.
femininc gender.

Because gender is a concord rule. its indications may be conveyed on
determiners, adjectives or pronouns. As these are not always obligatory
zatggories, and s geuder distinctions are neutralized in some, there were
many cases of borrowed nouns which did not show gender. In this
conuection, we examined for each borrowed noun whether or not a gender
carricr was syntactically required. Examples where the carrier is not
required in Spanish include mass nouns as in (1) plural nouns following
verbs (2) and prepositions (3); gender distinctions arc neutradzed in
unstressed possessives (3). elc.

. Hasta ¢ overtime me dig. (01/3)7 *Hc even gave me overtime’.

. Esos son ¢ ups. (01/3). *Those are ups [uppers|”.

. Le quitaron sus ¢ estripes y todo. ¥ lc pusicron en v plainclothes a
trabajar. (494 1) 'They took away his stripes and everything, and
put him to work in plainclothey’,

Tabic 4 shows the proportion of gender cx- ressed by children and
adults according to syntactic requiremen. for its expression.

We lirst note that gender may be :xpressed, even when the determiner
is nut required or is uninfiected for gender, via otker sentenee elements
whick are also gender carriers, as w example +4;

4. Yo creo que i fair estd linda, beautiful. (2/334)
‘} think my hair is pretiy. beautiful’,
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TABLE 4 Percentage of gender expressed according to syntactic requirement

Children Adults

Gender 9% 99,
Required 172/173 282/284

Gender nol 495 9%
Required 1124 L1/118

However, when the expression of gender (or more accurately,
expression of the gender carricr) is required in the recipient language, it is
almost categorically expresscd, b, ™ sth children and adults, and regardless
of whether the children had acquired Spanish formally. in bilingual
cducation programs. or informally, in the community. These data, which
include both phonologically integrated {c.g. stera ‘sweater’} and
unintegrated (c.g. coat) borrowed nouns. confirm that the expression of
gender does not dep :nd on the degree of phonological integration of the
bosrowing. as Bark.n {1980) claims. but on the syntactic rules of the

recipient language. [n fact. we found that children, somc of whom have not
" yet completed the acquisition process, and who vary widely as to their
bilingual ability, do not differ significantly from their parents in this regard.
The complex system of noun classification, which is gender. appears to be
internalized by children as carly as age five, regardless of their fcrmal
training in Spanish.

Having ascertained that the use of the category of gender per se
functions with borrow~d nouns as in native ones. we ncxt exantined the
factors which might dv.tesmine the choice of masculine vs. feminine gender
for y given noun, and .solated at Icast five. These arc listed in Table 5; along
with an example of the w1y the borrowed nouts in the corpus were coded.

Thus the occurrcnce of shorty was coded as M for physiological
referent, since it referred to a male; blackout as @, since it has no animate
refeient, and so on,

Table 6 shews the proportion of «cminine gender assigned to horrowed
nouis by children and adults, as a function of each of the factors listed in
Table 5.

As scen from Table 6, there is basically no difference between children
and adults cven in the subtle rankingof the &;qlqn contributing to the choice
of gepder. The one over-riding factor in dcqumi ing gender choice is that of
pl. &Ioglcal scx when the referent is ¢ ‘mnn,gfx; neither childsen nor aduls

én masculinc gender 1o anoun rcfcrrmg fou female being or vice versa.

Cases involving physiological scx. h;mevcr do not exceed more than

ut 10% of the total data buse. The ms‘sllmporldnl contnbution to gender

g 8 B
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TABLE 5 Factors conditioning gender assignment

Factor Example

Physiological sex of
(animate} referent: shorty
consin

blackow

Phonological gender: suéter sweater’ (integrated)
pencil (unintegrated)
stera “sweater’ (integrated)
orchesrra (unintegrated)
rai ‘ride’ (integrared)
flowerseeds (Umategrated)

Analogical gender: budldis
<el edificio)
wutterfly .
(<la mariposa}

afro

Homophony: color
{<cl color)
jacket
(<la chaqueta)
coqdt

& & T 9ogwnIE anz

Suffixal analogy: language
(<el -aje)
education
(<Ia -i6n)
overtine

S =M TS T

choice, when all the factors are considered simultaneously (though this does
not emerge from Table 6; see Poplack, Pousada & Sankoff, 1282}, is made
by the phonological shape of the nout: in question. The well-dcfined eriteria
depending on word-final segments by which gender is assigned to Spanish
nouns zlso operate consistently to assign gender to borrowed nouns, even
s for those which show two alicinative paths of phonological integration (e/
suéter ~ la suera ‘sweater’; e hambé: guer ~ la hamberga ‘hamburger’).
These results are illustrative of several points. Most notable is the
finding \hat the "variatinns "’ or irregularities in gender assignment auted by
scholars {e.g. H. 1gen, Beardsmore and Barkin) are p.actically non-existent
in the Puerto Rican cornmunlty, despite inclusion in the sample of speakers
of varying biiingual abilities, and of chilc ren who have not yet completed
acquhiing either language as well as adults. The few caseo of vacillation
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TABLE 6 Proportion of feminine gender assigned to borreed nouns
according to conditioning factors

All speakers Aduls Children

PN % % FMN %

Physiological
gender: 029 0 0/16
15117 8 £'6 83

46/428 25 159 16

=Rk

Phonological
gender: 8/130 0/36
24/i83 2 10/64
10/12 ! ; "
173 5 0/1
4721 4/10

147125 9/63

QeTTER
E53gQ
g S

,=._
gR385;
T

Analugical
gender: 1242 4/100
46/158 22/66

8174 4115

0/38 0/

22 K 216
321404 28/166

2110 0/0

0/4 071
19 0/1
46/406 25/163

“omophony:

M
F

@
M
F

2
el

E
-

Surfixal
analogy:

DTE

TOTAL  61/474 311293 30/181

F = Feminine gender
®N= Total borrowed nouns

among Tecurming nouns were rarely on well-established borrowings. This,
along with the firdings presentedin the previous section, confirms the strong
role of the speech community in establishing norms for bilingual as well as
monolingual hinguistic behavior. This factor outweighs that of bilingual
ability since non-fluent bilinguals were found not to differ significantly from
balanced bilinguals. In fact, it is evident that the criteria for gender
assignment decisions have been largely internalized by cfiildren by the time
they reach the first grade, ang ¢> not diifer SIgm

regardless of formaf instruction in Spanish.
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assignment among both children and adalts by showang that well-defined
criteria applying to native nouns alsv apply rigorously to borrowcd material:
worus of English origin take on speofic native grammatical functions. In
virtsally esery case where the host language syntax reguires the presence of
a gender carrier. the borrow ed noun is so accompanicd., w hether integrated
into recipient language phonological and morphological patterns or not.
Where assignment criteria depending on phonological segment e
operative, these apply consistently, even for words which show two
alternative paths of phonological integration. Thus it seems elear that nouns
borrow ed from English are subject to the same proucesses and constraints as
the rest of the lexicon.

Code-switching

A final area of study concerns code-switchiag, or the alternation of two
Limguages within a single discourse, sentence or constituent, This kind of
discourse behavior. completely different from borrowing in nature. is
generally frowned upon by teachers.” sinee., as one of them expressively put
it.

Cusa.ido uno mezcla dos idiomas. la sopa ne sabe bien,
*‘When you mix two languages. the soup doaesn't taste good’,

Large-scale gqnantitative studies of code-switching among the adutts of
this community — (Poplack, 1980, 1981; Sankofl & Poplack. 1981} have
shown that code switching obeys i syntactic Equnvalence Constraint — that
is, switches oceur at points in the semence around which the order of
sentence constituents muast be grammatieal with regard 1o both languages
simultancously. The over-whelming prefcrence for switching at just such
*equin alent™ syntactic boundaries. rather than representing a deformation
of linguistic shills. indicates alarge degree of competence in both languages,

These constraints prevail. however, even in the discourse of non-tfluent
hitiaguals. Since code-switehing serves a vaniety of rhetorical and symbolic
func.ions (e.g. Gumperz, 1976). these speahers aay ¢ an interest in engaging
in it despite their limited command of one of the codes. Indeed, it was found
that the adults in the sample were able 10 participat.; m this verbal strategy
regardiess of bihngual ability by favoring one of three types of switches. cach
one characterized by suits s of different lesels of constituents, and cach
one reflectjfgdifferent degrees of bilingaal ability. Weillustrate in following
examples Wi data irom their children. who were found to utilize the same
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5. Taglize Switch:
Oh, shir! Se fastidié todo el mundo aqui. (12/271) ‘Everybody here
got serewed.”
Ay, pero don’t hold on like that, man. (10/259). ‘Hey, but ...’
6. Sentertial Switch:
I don’t know. No habla como pueriorriquenio. (13/70).'She doesn’t
speak like a Puerto Riean.’
I wanna go swimming but it’s too late, ;Qué se puede hacer?
{15/150) ‘What can you do?’
hura-sentential switch:
Y ala mama le gustaba baitar funky (13/181). *The mother liked to
dance funky.’
The baby fell y se golpes. (15/102) ¢, .. and hurt himself,

Example 5 shows a switeh of an interjeetion, freely movable constituent
wluch can beinserted almost anywhere in diseourse. even with only minimal
knowledge of Lz (second language), without violating a grammatical rule of
cither language, example 6 shows a switch of a full sentenee which. requires
muel more knowledge of Lz to produee, but not as mueh as is required to
switch within the eonfines of asingle sentence (7). In order to produee this
latter type of ssiteh. the speaker mast know enough about the grammar of
each language and the way the two interact to avoid ungrammatical
uttéranees.

In addition, the ehildren displuyed another type of code-switehing
behavior, whieh in faet accounts for 40% of all of their eode-switches. in
contrast to tite adults, for whom it represented only a small proportion
(under 10%): switehing of a single noun. This is exemplified in example 8:

8. “Single-noun” Switch:

Oh. boy! Let me get a chicle! (11,333)", .. pieee of gum’
Get off my d'eso first. (15/150) -, . . whitddayaeallit . .
That ain’t no pichinte (pichoneito). that’s a owl! {(3/005)
... pigeon. ..

Figure > displays the strategy by which Spanish-dominant (or
non-fluent) adult bilinguals (the broken line) are able to code-switch
frequently. und still maintain grammaticality in both languages. The
overwhelming majority of their switehes are of tags. the type requiring least
bilingual skill. The balanced bilingual adults, on the other hand. (the dotted
line) favor the sentential or intrasentential type. which we had hypothesized
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to require most skill.** This allows non-fluent bilinguais to engage in
interactions involving code-switching, without fear of violating the
conditions on co-grammaticality which govern this discourse mode.

5

Spamshe.
dommant
¢ adulls
[

Bhingual
N\ adulis

Chitdeen

2 8 8 858 8 3 3 38 8 &

o

nter ingle
santental senfenbal %’&s e

FIGURE § Proportion of different code-switching types for adults and children.

Examination of more than 600 code-switches occurring spontaneously
in the tape-recorded speech of the children showed, surprisingly enough,
considering the young age of some of them, that violations of the
Egulvalence Consiraint were almost non-existent here as well. We do see
from Figure 5, however, that the children form a group distinet from both
balanced and non-fluent bilingual adults. For one thing, the striking pattern
of tag use which characterizes the non-fluent bilingual aduits is absent from
the children. Whereas the use of tags is as low among children as among
balanced bilingual adults, the children also use considerably less
intra-sentential switches than those adults. On the other hand, they switch
considerably more single nouns, as in exampie 8. than do any of the adults.

We believe this to be an acquisitional effect in two respects; 1} The
degree of lihguistic virtuosity required to engage in rapid intra-sentential
switching is probably not yet fully developed among the children. 2} Their
relatively early stage of vocabulary acquisition may account for a large
proportion of the children’s single -noun switches. Thus, in contrast to the
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use of tags among Spanish-dominant adults. this “single-noun switching™ is
notastrategy but in large part simply lack of lexical availability in one of the
two languages, a situation which has been found not to hold for the adultsin
the community.

This ties in with McClure’s (1981) fmdmgs that young bilingual
Chicano children use more of what she calls *‘code-mixing”, the inclusion of
single items from one code into the discourse of another, while older
children make greater use of “code-changing”, which essentially involves
the alternation of larger elements of discourse such as major constituents or
sentences,

If the individual children r2presented in Figure 5 were separated out,
we would find a transitional group to resemble the adults somewhat more, as
indicated by the arrows in Figure 5, insofar as they use more intra-sentential
and less single noun switches than their peers. This difference does not
correlate with age, sex, nr piacement in abilingual program. It may simplybe

hat these childrea have better bilingual or verbal skills; we do not yet have
enough data io judge.

Discussion

In conclusion. we summarize what the combination of ethnogra hic
and sociolinguistic studies of children and their parents adds to our
understanding of the evolution and maintenance of a stable bilingual
community. The ethnographic observations have provided broad
information about trends of language yse. capable of supporting or
disconfirming speakers’ own reports of and attitudes toward the languages
they speak. when and with whom,

In the Puerto Rican community of East Harlem. these observations have
shown that the appropriate domains for use of English are expanding, but
thisisr t accompanied by a concomitant decrease in use of Spanish. Rather,
there is evidence that English .ad Spanish are used increasingly in
conjunction among the younger generations. Thus outward appearance of
language shift can. with some confidence, be interpreted in terms of
language maintenanceif one alsotakes into account the in-depth knowledge
of the linguistic situation afforded by participant observation in the
communily

e co-existence of Spamsh and English without functional separation
raises other questions of a_purely linguistic nature. which observational
methods alone are not 3pped to handle: Are the two languages used
sequentially or slmullaneu}lsly“ I¢ there “mixture™ and how does it manifest
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itsell? In borrowing? In code switching? What are the differential efleets of
either type of juxtaposition on the recipient language system?

To address these issues. we performed large-seale quantitative analyses
of natural speech recorded as part of the ethnographie phase of the projeet.
We foeused on iiree aspects of the confrontation of Spanish and English
obsersed tu play a key role in the lingnistie repertoires of the speakers: the
mechdnics of borrowing, the assignment of gender to loanwords and the use
of code-switching. The results of these studies confirmed and deepened the
findings of the ethnographie analysis.

Thus we saw that although the younger generations are responsible for
introducing English into previously all-Spamish domains, the specific way
they use English in no way represents a departure from the usage of their
parents. On the eontrary. the sociohnguistic analyses provide evidenee of
an overwhelming regularity in the intioduetion and ineorporation of English
loanwords into Spamsh. a regularity which extends to the choice of
morphophonological form in which the word is integrated. Contrary to
previous hypotheses, children in this community do not assign English
phonology .d morphulogy to socially integrated loanwords. although they
may possess suffiesent knowledge of those patterns to do so. Rather, the
word, along with 1ts particular linguistic form. is transmitted across
generations much the same way as monolingnal neologisms. Similarly, study
of the choiee of which gender to assign to borrowed words shows that the
factor that contributes most to the assipnment of maseuline or feminine
gender is the phonologieal shape of the burrowed word, the same factor
wluch basically explains gender assignment patterns to Spanish words. Here
again, there s no s ariation to speak of between parents and children, justas
thereas virtually none in gender assignment to monolingual Spanish nouns.

These results, couplcd with abservations, pro\ndc a basis for stressing
the strong role of the speech community in determining not only
monolmgml but also bilingual. linguistic norms. We hav e already seen that
this factor ontweighs those of home language and school program in
determining enrrent language preference, especially for the boys. It is seen
againin the establishment of communit) -wide rules for the incorporationof
non-native lingmstic material into the reeipient language system.

In contrast to the striking similarities between adul? wnd child behavior
n the ntegration of loanwords into Spanish and their assignment to a
gender, systematic sociolinguistic analysis reveals one area of bilingual
grammar in which the younger generation diverges mark edly from the older
onc, the use of code-switehing. Wheteas adults in the community, regardless
of ilingnal ability, use this discourse mode as an interactional strategy, such
is not the case for the children. Although the Iatter, like their parents,
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displayed an overwhelming adhercenee to the syntactie eo-grammaticality
constraints on code-switching, they were seen to prefer switehing one
particular type of constituent. single nouns. ineontrast to their parents. This
suggests that mueh switehing by children could be explained as a lack of
lexieal availability rather than a discourse strategy. This would make sense in
view of the fact that children and pre-adoleseents cannot be expeeted to have
fully mastered the details of either the social interaetional or the linguistic
competence possessed by their elders.

The diiferential behaviour of the ehildren with regard to loanword
integration and gender assignment on the one hand, and eode-switehing on
the other, also refleets the differential linguistie na*ure of these proeesses.
Gender is an early acquisitonal rule, aequired onee and generalized
thereafter. Loanwords are aequ.red on an individual basis, along with and in
the same way as the rest of the lexicon. Code-switching. however, is a
eontinuing maturational proeess similar to the development of stylistie and
repertoire range. Code-switehing of the intra-sentential type also requires
full syntactic development of both languages, not yet the ease of most of the
children in the sample This also ties in with the prevalenee of single-noun
switehing found in the data.

The eontribution of quantitative soeciolinguistic analyses to the
elaboration of our understanding of the intergenerational transmission of
bilingual skills is elear. 1t should be equally clear that such analyses are
meaningless if performed on data which are not contextually well-
charaeterized or are of uneertain ethnographie pertinence,

The mntual validation of the ethnographie and variationist approaches,
and the additional layer of eaplanation each provides for the other's results.
leads to a fuller understanding of the intergenerational dynamics of
language eontaet.

In elosing one might ask what relevanee these findings have for the
maintenanee of Spanish in the Puerto Riean eommunity in New York.

In earlier studies the circulatory migration between Puerto Rieo and
New York was found tobe . nimportant factor in renewing the Spanishinput
into the bilingnal sitnation. As for the ehiklren, itis elear that independent of
wlhether they are in English elasses (where no Spanish is taught). or in
bilingual elasses, those developments which have been shown to hold
synchronieally in adult speeeh are being effectively transmitted to the
younger generitions. In addition, the patterns of eor munieation which are
aequired carly by these children. as well as their pusivive attitudes towards
the learning and use of Spanish. eombine with the demograpliie faets to
ensure the perpetuation of bilingualism in the community.
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Notes

i.

This paper is a synthesis of some of the reports and publications issuing
from the project: Intergenerational Perspectives on Bilingualism: From
Community to Classroom, funded by the National Institute of
Education, the Ford Foundation and The City University of New
York. More details can be found in the fitller versions of the papers
cited throughout this text. The ethnographic fieldwork from which the
data are drawn was carried out among the adults in the community by
Fedro Pedraza and among the children by Alicia Pousada and Pedro
Pedraza. This paper was first presented at the Language Proficiency
Assessment Symposium in March 1981, and has since benefited from
the critical comments of colleagues at the Center for Puerto Rican
Studies.

This designation of “both™, in most instances, refers to use of Spanish
and Fnglish with the same interlocutor. However it should be noted
that there are also cases which do not emerge from this treatment of
the data where language choice varies according to the interlocutor.
e.g. children frequently address younger siblings in Spanish, and older
or same-age siblings in English or both. Likewise, in bilingual
classrooms, there are children of varying abilities in Spanish and
English, who are olten addressed according to their preference.
The analysis reported in this section, based on the ethnographie field
work of Pousada and Pedraza. has grown out of close collaboration
with them. .
E.g. older, Spanish-dominant or monolingual speakers, married
women and young children are normally zddressed in Spanish (see
Pedraza. 1981).

This configuration basically characterizes the sample of adults and
children under consideration here:—- —

it is of course also possible that this is an acquisitionzl effect. As the
children acquire greater experience in both Spanish and English their
scores may reach the level of their parents.

Numbers in parentheses refer to speaker and example codes.

The two exceptions we found are un fesbian which is phonologically
masculine, and un cow. which may not have been perceived as being
feminine by the ¢ ilgﬂo uttered it.

Pousada reportgdii] mbst of the teachers of these ChildF: i

serious objectig) ,-;’ﬁf their switching in the classrod; t;{t i

teachersdor }‘} at they usually supply a monoli g’u f ?!f-

the code-swify ﬂullerancc.
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Studying Puerto Rican children’s
informal education at home

Evelyn Jacob
George Mason University. Fairfax. UA and
Centre for Applied Linguistics, Washington, D.C.

Many minority children in the United States experience problems in formal
school settings; Puerto Rican students are no exception. One hypothesis
used to explain these problems is that there is a “‘mismatch’” between the
social i~teraction rules and the informal education minority children
experience in their homes and the social interaction rules and educational
prucesses found in the schools (Philips, 1972). Some recent research (Lein,
1975; Philips, 1972; Jordan, 1977}has documented this mismatch between
minority children's social interaction styles at home and those used in
school. Unfortunately, very little is known about the informal educational
experiences of Puerto Rican children or other children in Western,
industrialized societies.

The research discussed here addresses this gap in the research
literature. 1t utilizes previously collected, naturalistic observations to
describe and analyze Puerto Rican children’s informal skill education at
home.' Because there are few detailed analyses of naturally oceurring
informal education among children, the approach and proeedures
developed are stressed rather than conclusions. Results of a sample of data
— girls’ literacy activities — are also presented in this report.

Previous research and present goals

Available literature on informal education reveals thrce different foci
in defining this notion: topic. method and setting. Cohen (1971, pp. 25, 36}
stresses topic and method in his definition of informal education as “the
inculeation of basic psychological patterns through spontaneous interaction
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with parents, siblings. and others”. He contrasts this to formal education
which is “the inculcation of standardized knowledge and skills by
standardized and stereotyped mears”. Scribner & Cole (1973, pp. 554-5)
define informal education on the basis of setting and method as that which
*“‘accurs in the course of mundane adult activities in which the young take
part according to their abilities™. Childs & Greenfield (1980, p. 269) define
itinterms of sett’ng, as that “‘occurring insituations that are part of everyday
life rather than specifically set up for educational purposes”. Although these
definitions differ somewhat in focus, they are similar in that they seek to
identify a kind of education that does not occur in formal, school-type
environments.? '

Anthropologists have provided descriptions of informal education in l
non-school settings from many traditional. non-industrialize d societies (e.g. |
Fortes, 1938; Mead, 1928; Middleton, 1970; O'Neale, 1932; Whiting, l
1941). In their reviews of these studies, Childs & Greenfield {1980} and ‘
Scribner & Cole (1973) summarize certain generalizations about informal
education: learning occurs in contexts where the significance of whatisto be |
learned is intrinsic in the context; learning is primarily observational; |
participatory learning also is an important method; there is little verbal |
formulation on the part 5f the learner; learners rarely ask questions; there is
a negative relationship between “why* questions and the degree to which
the learner participatesin the activity tobe learned; and the personal nature
of the relationship between the learner and the teacher is an important
motivational factor.

These generalizations about informal education in traditional
non-industrialized societies contrast with many features of education in
formal school settings in our society. However, in order to examine the
“mismatch” hypothesis it must be determined whether informal education
experienced by minority children in our society is similar to that described
above. If, in fact, these generalizations are true for the informal education of
minority groups within our society, then, as Scribner & Cole (1973, p. 558)
point out, “It is not necessary to look further for explanation of the
difficulties formal education may present to people who rely heavily on
informal education as their basic method”.

The next question to consider is what information exists about the
informal education of minority group children in our society. The answer is
that very little naturalistic data currently are available.? The most complete
naturalistic data exist for American Indian groups. Philips (1972, p. 387)
outlines an idealized learning sequence based on her observations of Warm
Springs Indians: “(1) observation which. of course, includes listening; (2)
supervised participation; and (3) private, self.initiated self-testing”. This
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sequence and her description are consistent with the generalizations offered
from research in traditional societies (see also Cazden & John, 1971). But
Philips’ work also indicates that there may be a variety of types of learning
activities and events that occur in children’s lives. After presenting the
idealized leaming sequence quoted above she adds:

“It is not the case that all acquisition of skills proceed through such
phases, however, but rather only some of these skills that Indian adults
consciously and deliberately teach their children, and which the
children consciously try to learn’” (p. 387).

Unfortunately, there are no detailed descriptions of the educational
activities and events occurring in Puerto Rican homes un the mainland or the
island. In reviewing the previous research little naturalistic evidence could
be found. Steward et al. (1956, pp. 145; 220) mention that imitative play
was observed in the central and western regions of the island. Ia a more
recent study of life in a poor urban shanty town in San Juan, Safa (1974,
p- 54) reports that children's play is often based on imitations of adult life.
These few comments fail to provide a useful picture of the education that
occurs in Puerto Rican homes today.

The goals of this study are to provide a description of the variety of
methods used in the education of Puerto Rican children at home, to examine
variability among groups of children, and to test whether the generalizations
about informal education developed from research in traditional societies
are valid for this sample. To meet these goals topic and setting have been
used to delimit the scope of the study; method is allowed to vary. The
teaching 2nd learning of skills (as opposed to cultural values and langvage)
in the home setting is the focus. Within the category of skills three have been
chosen for detailed analysis: literacy, chores and rule-bound games. These
were chosen because behaviors related to them occur relatively frequentlyin
the observations, they provide a diverse sample of kinds of skills to be
leamed, and they differ in their functional significance in the culture.
Literacy is related to school performance, chores are related to adult roles,
and rule-bound games are important in the children’s world of play.

Data base ———
The present study is based on data that were collected during 1974-75

in the town of Utuado, Puerto Rico, as part of a larger study of the
relationships among culture, environment and cognition. The goals of the
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previous study were to produce an ethnography of children in the town; to
do a quantitative analysis of the relationships among culture. environment.
and cognition; and to collect a data base on ¢, random sample of children for
use in future analyses (see Jacob. 1977, for details). These data include
detailed and naturalisticobservations of the children’s activities at home and
in school, interviews with their teachers and female caretakers, their scores
on cognitive tests, and their school record data. The detailed observations of
the children in the sample at home are the focus of the analysisin this paper.
There were 29 children in the sample: 14 were middle-class and 15
lower-class; 17 were male and 12 were female. The mean age of the children
was 6 years-3 months at the time of data collection. Al attended
kindergarten during the 1974-75 school year.

Observations in the home were conducted by the author and four
Puerto Rican research assistants between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m., during the
children’s summer vacation between kindergarten and first grade. Four
home observations were done for each child; two were approximately 15
minutes long and two were about 30 minutes long. Only one observer wis
present during each observation.

Observers were instructed not to interact with the child or others
present during the observation. They were to try to maintain “the role of a
friendly, non-evaluating, non-directive and non-participating person who is
interested in what people do” (Barker & Wright, 1971, p. 211). The
observers sat near the child they were to observe and placed a small tape
recorder with a built-in microphone near h'm/her. Before beginning the
observation, the observers waited a few minutes after ther arrival to allow
for an adjustment period. During the observations no constraints were
placed on the children; they were free to go anywhere or do anything they
wanted. The observers made notes of what the child did and said. and wha'
others said to the child and did. In particular. they were instructed to note
what the child did, how she or he did it. with whom, what objeccts ortoys were
used, and the interactions between child and others. They were also
instructed to note, when possible. the actions and specch of those with whom
the child interacted and of those near the child. It was stressed that they were
to provide descriptions and not evaluations of the children's activities.

After doing the ussigned abservation, the observers expanded the notes
and transcribed the tape made duting the observation. They then integrated
their expanded description with the transcription of the audio tape in the
form of a continuous narrative. The narratives were then checked, revised
and typed.
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Issues in studying informal education in naturalistic seftings

Using the methods outlined above, samples were collected from the
children’s “stream of behavior* (see Barker, 1963). These data provide
information on the participants' attitudes and values about education as well
as their educational activities and environments. Because the analyses to
date have focused on the participants’ educational! activities and
environments. these topics are the foci of the resi of the paper. In
approaching the data. several issues became apparent.

The first involves the conceptualization and identification of informal
education. Education includes both teaching and learning, and any
discussion must deal with both paits of the process. Teaching does not
appear hard to identify. Gumperz & Herasimchuk (1975) have defined it as
a sitvation in which two or more people focus on a particular task, and one
person assumes and is accorded the role of “expert” relative to one or more
other participants. Following this definition, most would agree that the
following situation invclves teaching: A five-year-old and his mother are
seated next 10 one another on the floor in the living room of their home.
Plastic numbers are scattered in front of them. The mother picks up the
plastic number one. holds it up in front of the child and says ‘“‘one”,
prompting the child torepeat what she said. After the child says the number,
the mother picks up the plastic two. and repeats the process thréugh the
n imber nine.

The issue of identifying learning. on the other hand. presents certain
problems. Stevenson (1972, p. 2) points to one: “Everyone would agree
that learning involves a change in behavior as a result of experience. But
learning itself can never be observed. We must make inferences about
learning from changes in performance *. In naturalistic settings this is
particularly problematic because the change in behavior may be manifested
along time after the event that triggered jt. To compound the problem, even
when a change in behavior is observed one cannot be sure ifthe change was a
result of learning or some other event

The difficulties encountered in identifying learning in naturalistic
settings resulted in a focus on describing “teaching and learning
environments™ rather than describing “teaching and learning”. Learning
environment refers to those social and physical settings which provide
children with opportunities to learn specific topics or skills. Moore (1980)
presents a similar orientation. He states, “"We have been taking as
problematic the process by which participants in a specific social
environment organize their interactions in such a way as to make learning
possible™.
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The home environment provides a variety of op portunities for teaching
and learning of skills. Some of these can be considered implicit learning
opportunities and other present more explicit opportunities for children’s
learning. For example, books present in the home and adult literacy
activities which take place there offer implicit literacy learning opportunities
for children. They provide a background which may then be transformed by
the child or others into explicit learning opportunities.* Casual observation
of these artifacts and their uses may enable children to develop some
attitudes about the importance of particular types of literacy artifacts and
activities. However, they must more explicitly observe, participate or be
taught in order for them to learn literacy skills.

Another problem was the development of a unit of analysis for the
explicit learning opportunities. After studylng the data, the notion of
*potential learning activity” (PLA) was developed. By this is meant a
behavior or sequence of behaviors that ¢an result in learning on a specified
topic. (Itisimportant to add the qualification **on a specified topic” because
any activity is a potential learntng activity with regard to some topic.) The
target child doing an activity related to the topic, explicitly watching others
doing such an activity, or receiving veibal instructions on the topic were
activities that triggered identification of a PLA.

Procedure

Four preliminary steps were developed for the analysis of informal
education in the narrative observations: indexing, identifying PLAs,
bracketing PLAs, and coding the PLAs on a variety of variables. These
steps, performcd scparately for each of the three topics (literacy, chores,
rule-bound games), are:

1. Indexing. In order to be able tu identify both the implicit and
explicit learning opportunities (a5 well as the attitudes and values
expressed about the particular topic) everyone's behavior related
to a given topic as well as all references made in conversation to the
topic were indexed on coding shects.

2. lIdentifying PLAs. The coders then identified the target children’s
PLAs from all the behaviors indexed. The target child engaging in
an activity related to the specified topic, cxplicitly watching others
doing such an activity, or receiving verbal instructions on the topic
are activities that marked initial tdentification of a PLA.

3. Bracketing PLAs. Once the PLAs were identified, the coders
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worked both forward and backward fi ~tife pgactivity to
bracket the beginning and end of tn. .. A variety of
contextualization cues {see Dickman, 1963; Erickson & Shuliz,
1981) were used for this: linguistic signals that label an activity or
summon the child’s participation, change in gross physical
movement of the target child, chan_z in topic of conversation,
change in artifacts the target child uses, and change in the behavior
of the person observed.

4. Coding of PLAs. The PLAs were coded for type, topic, length,
initiator, and paruczpants involved other than the target child. If
the target child observed someone, who it was and what they were
doing were also coded. The presence of direct instruction during the
PLA was noted.

The procedures outlined here resulted in the identification and
preliminary analysis of the explicit Jearning opportunities of the target
children.

Literacy education environments for girls

For indexing and bracketing the observations a very broad definition of
literacy was used and included reading,® writing, counting, watching
television and preiiteracy activities such as coloring and doing puzzles.
Anderson, Teale & Estrada {1980) foliowed a similar approach in their
study of the literacy environments and activities of children from low income
families.

The observativns were examined for the girls’ implicit literacy
education environments. An inventory of the literacy artifacts present in the
homes and mentioned in the observations revealed that televisions, /ibretas
(school notebooks), and writing implements were present in most homes.
Books, radios or record players and clocks or watches were presentin overa
third of the homes. A variety of other artifacts were present less frequentty.®

Female caretakers of the girlshad been asked how many and what kinds
of books were in their homes. The responses to the quantitative guestion
ranged between 0 and 300, with 2 median of 6 and a mean of 58. Five of the
caretakers listed the types of books that were in their homes. Novelas
(novels), dictionaries, sport books and encyclopedias were each mentioned
in two households. Types of books mentioned once are magazines,
newspapers, the Bible, classical novels, story books and books about
biology, history or religion.
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The girls’ enviromuent beyond their homes has many examples of
literacy materials. These are signs on the streets and in shop windows;
newspapers are sold on street corners; and most goods and products sold
have labels or directions on them.

On examining the girls’ potential learning activities four types of PLAs
were identified which are ranked here from the most frequcr. to the least
frequentin the sample: (I} child engages in a literacyactivity alone;, (2) child
engages in a literacy activity with another; (3} child imitates another’s
literacy activity; and (4) child observesanother’s literacy activity.? Examples
of each of these types of PLAs are presented below. These findings do not
support the generalization from the cross-cultural literature that
observation is a primary method of informal education. However. they do
support the generalization that participatory learning is important.

The following episode provides an example of a girl doing a literacy
activity aione. In this case. her counting identified the PLA.

Example 1*

Raquel (the target child) is alone in a bedroom in her grandparents’
home. She has been looking through a box, removing objects from it and
putting them on the arm of a nearby chair:

Raquel comes to a piece of paper.

Raquel opens the piece of paper. saying, ** ... the picture | made™.

Raquel says to herself. “ . . . flowers — they need — one, two, three —
four. five, six, seven — they need seven.”

Raquel then returns to the living room where she talks with her
grandmother.

in Example 2 the 1arget girl and her mother jointly perform the 1ask of
reading syllabies in the child's school notebook.

Example 2

Maria (the targe1 child), her siblings and ler mother are at home. The
observation siaris with Maria standing near 1he kitchen counter watching
her mother sharpen a pencil with a knife; she seems anxious for her mother
to finish. The other children are in the living room; Maria's Seven-year-old
sister (Carmen) is kneeling on the floor, writing in a school notebook; at one
pointshe sings to herself as she writes, *‘I'm going to study today, everything,
everything, I'm studying, I'm going to study”. The PLA begins:

Maria returns to living room from kitchen.

Maria sits in chair.
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Maria (looks at her school notebook and reads outloud): “Bo, bu, bu.”

Carmen watches Maria read. .

Marla: “Co.” '

Carmen (to Maria): “No, it isn’t ‘bu’, here it says ‘co’.”

Maria gets up from her chair and runs to the kitchen.

Maria (to mother): “Mom, does it say ‘co’?"

Mother (to Maria): “Ca.” :

Maria returns to her chaijr and looks at an open page in her notebook.

Maria (calls to her mother): “Mom, I forgot.”

Mother walks to Maria's chair from the kitchen.

Mother (to Maria): “I'm not going to come in here every minute telling
you what it is, understand. Show me where you are”, as she takes the
notebook.

Mother (points to the book and says to Maria): “Let’s see, what is this
one?”

Maria (to“mother): “Move your finger — bu.”

Mother (to Maria): “Bo — say ‘bo’ . .. and the other one below."”

© Maria (to mother): . .."

. __ Mother (to Maria): “Ca.”

~ Maria (to mother): “Ba.”

Mother (to Maria): “Which?”

Maria (to mother): “Ba”, pointing to syllable in book.
Mother (to Maria): “Cat”

Maria (to mother): “Oh, ca.”

The PL A continues for approximately another 20 minutes. Maria and her
mother continue reading the syllables foranother 2 minutes then Maria says,
“Now I've studied that”. Carmen tells her sister to write hcr name, and
Maria’s mother repeats the direction. With help from her mother and sister,
Maria copies her name into the notebook.

The next example shows a girl imitating another’s apparent counting
activity.

Example 3

Luz Maria (the target child) and her sister Claribel (8 years old) are in
the living room. Luz Maria has been removing plastic fruit from a bowl and
carefully setting them in a row aiong the back of the sofa; her sister is
watching her as she does this. Then:

L.uz Maria sits on the edge of the sofa.
Claribel continues to sit on the far right edge of the sofa away from the
fruit and watches Luz Maria. !
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Claribel touches each fruit slowly, starting with the farthest piece (as if
counting them although nothing is said aloud).

Luz Maria watches Claribel.

Luz Maria pushes herself to the back of the sofa.

Luz Maria jumps off the sofa and tumns around to face the fruit.

Luz Maria touches all the fruit slowly, starting with the fruit Cn the far
left (as if counting them).

Their mother walks intothe living room and tells Luz Maria to take the fruit
bowl off the sofa soit doesn't fall off and break. Luz Maria takes the bowl off
the sofa and puts it and the [ruit along the bottom of the wall.

In the following example, the target gir! observes her sister writing as
they prepare to pretend play.

Example 4 :

Luz (the targetchild), her sister Sandra (12 yearsold), and Luz’sfriend
Zulmarie {6 years old) are in Luz's living room. They have been getting
ready to pretend that they are going shopping. Luz and Sandra have brought
a pile of things (a brush, lipstick, plastic case, pencil and notebook}to the
record player. Luz says, “*And this was my store", and Sandra agrees. When
another sister arrives in the house Luz asks her to look for their play money.
Before it is found she says she wants tostart. Luz and Sandra begin playing;
Sandra pretends to sell Luz some of the items and Luz pretends to pay for
them. Sandra then begins to write in a notebook to make pretend money:

Sandra writes in school notebook.

Luz looks at what Sandra is writing.

Luz {to Sandra): “Hurry up... I have to go shopping.”
Sandra continues to write in the notebook

Luz continues to watch what Sandra is writing.

After this PLA, Sandra and Luz change the game and play doctors,
pretending that the pieces of paper are prescriptions instead of money.

PLAs in which the target child is reading or writing alone or with
another were selected {or further examination. The results are summarized
here.

The first question asked was the nature of the contert of the reading and
writing activities the children did. When reading alone the girls usually
looked at a book, /fbreta, (school notebook}), or pamphlet without talking
aloud during the process. Reading with another usually involved reading
syllables or words aloud from a libreta; in one case it involved a newspaper.
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Writing alone involved copying syllables or words in the libreta. Writing with
another involved the target child writing words or her name with the help of
another.

Most of the girls’ reading and writing PLAs involved iibretas. These are
small notebooks that each child has in kindergarten. During the school year
the children write syllables, words, numbers and theitr names in libretas; they
also use them to practise reading. The significant role that thisschool literacy
artifact has in the children’s iome literacy activities raises an important
point. Most of the focus recently has been on home influences on school
behavior. This findir 2 points to the reciprocal nature of the influences, and
suggests that, for these children, literacy may be defined primarily as a
“school” activity (see Miller, 1981b, for similar results).

The second question was who initiated the PLAs. The solitary PLAs
were all initiated by the target child herself. Most of the PL As that involved
the child and others were either initiated by the child herself or she initiated
her participation in the activity. An example of this last category occurred
when a girl’s grandmother and older brother were reading syllables from a
school notebook. The target child approached them, watched them, and
then began to respond to the grandmother’s questions; she had not initiated
the PLA but had iaitiated her participation in it.

The finding that the girls themselves initiated their participation in the
PLAs is consistent with the Puerto Rican notior. >fcapacidad. Ethnographic
work in the town had identified this concept which could be translated as
capacity or ability. However, it has a much fuller connotation of a person’s
present abilities, social maturity and readiness to learn more complex skitls
or social behavior. The children’s mothers felt that capacidad is increased
little by little tiirough the accumulation of experience. Young children are
said to have no capacidad; as they gain experience (coge experiencia) they
increase their capacidad. Several mothers said that since children learn little
by little, one should not demand a lot of the children (1o exigirles mucho).
Thisconcept would lead us to expect thatadults and oldersiblings might wait
for expressions of interest on the child’s part before trying to teach them
certain skills. This is supported by the data on girls’ literacy learning.

The only functions of reading and writing that the girls participated in
themselves during these PLAs were studying (including practising) and
solitary reading. However, this does not mean that the girls were not aware
of other functions of literacy. Some of the girls’ behaviors that involved
pretend reading and writing indicated their awareness of other literacy
functions. For example, in one ase. a girl and her older brother pretended
that the back of a chair was a shopping list while playing with Barbie dolls. In
another case, pages of a daily calendar were tors off and used as “pretend”
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food stamps. These activitics were not included as PLAs because they did
not seem to present explicit opportunities to learn the skills of reading,
writing, or counting. They do, however, represent an important area where
the girls seem to be learning about the functfons of literacy. For the sample of
girls’ literacy activities discus<~d here, learning the skills and the functions of
literacy are not coterminus. This docs not support the generalization from
cross-cultural literature that in informal edueation the significance ¢f the
skill to the learner is intrinsic in the context of learning. More “real world™
uses of literacy were obscrved in the girls® pretending activities than in their
potential learning activities.

Summary

This paper has focused on the procedures develaped foridentifying and |
analyzing the lcarning environments of Puerto Ricun children from stream
of behavior data using the notion of potential learning activity, A
preliminary analysis of Puerto Kican girls’ literacy edueation environments
has also been presented. Interview and observation findings indicate that
literary materials are a part of the girls* iomes lives, and that the numberand
nature of the artifacts vary across homes. it was found that most of the girls*
potential literacy learning activities were self-initiated and that thi< is
consistent with the Puerto Rican concept of capacidad. Literacy artfacts
from school play an important part in the girls' home literaey activities,
which suggests that literacy might be dufined as a *'school™ activity by these
children. Engaging in reading and writing cither alone or with anothes were
the most frequent type of potential learning activities. and observation of
others' literacy activitics was the least frequent. Only two funetions of
reading and writing (studying and solitary reading) were evident in the PLAs
while others were exhibited in prerentd reading and writing activities.

These findings provide an insight into the nature of the home literacy
education environment in Puerto Rico and do not support some of the
cross-cultural gencralizations from research in traditional. non-
industrialized societies. Any liscussions of mismatch between children’s
home and sehool learning environments must be based on data from the two
settings being compared and not on their assumed characteristics.

Notes

I. Theauthor would like to thank Robert Russell, Roger Shuy and Walt Wolfram
for comments on an carlier draft of this paper. The careful and reflective
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o

approach 1o data coding cxhibited by Joanne Bisagna, Emma Muoz Duston
and Ramonita Santiago was important in the refinement of the procedures
outlined here. Support for this analysis was provided by the National Institute of
Education Grant N1E-G-80-0132. Daa colleetion in Puerto Rico was supponed
by the National Seience Foundation, the Social Scicnce Rescarch Council, and
the American Association of the University of Women.

These data were collected on the island of Puerto Rico. Because of the high
degree of movement and, migration between the island and the mainland, the
results of this analysis are expected to be relevant to botit mainland and island
school.

Greenficld & Lave (1981) have pointed out that it is more appropriate to sce
informal education and formal education as extremes of a continuum rather than
as a dichotomy. A paper by Catherine Cooper (Clildren's discourse in
cooperative and didactic interaction: Developmental patterns in effective learning.
presented at the Nattonal Institute of Education Mid-Project Research Forum
Conference: Teaching as a Linguistic Process, in Fredericksburg, Virginia, in
1979) and a recent study by LeCompte (1978) have implicitly defined informal
education in terms of method and ¢xamined informal education occurring in
formal school scttings.

Evidence from mother-child interactions in laboratory settings is not applicable
here because of the inaporopriatencess of generalizing from behavior in these
scitings to home settings (c.g. Belsky, 1979, 1980). There isa large body of work
on children’s language acquisition, some of which deals with the nature of the
educational process. For example. Miller (1981a) deseribes mothers’ direct
instruction of language to their two-year old daughters. However, because the
focus here is on skill cducation and not language lcarning we will not deal with
this literature.

Anderson (1980) makes a similar point about the relationship between
literacy matcrials and literacy activitics: *... The mere presence of litcracy
matcrials i5 not necessarily indicative of the degree of a literacy environment.
Materials must alwaysbe cxamined vis-a-vis the activities which arc occurring.”
We have treated lookingat printed materials as “*reading” for our purpaoses here.
All observations were examined and literacy artifacts present in the homes and
mentioned in the observations were listed. Because the focus of the carlier data
collection was not literacy, we had not made a systematic effort torecord literacy
artifacts. Conscquently, these data do not provide a complete inventory of all
literacy artifacts present in the homes. but they do provide some comparative
data. Becausc of the procedures followed in recording the obscrvations, literacy
artifacts actually used by the target child and others present in the home are
more likely to be recorded than artifacts merely present.

PLAs which involve the target child watching telcvision or observing the
rescarcher write are not incluzied here.

The PLAS in cach cxample are preceded and followed by summaries of the
surrounding activitics. The PLAS themselves are indented and taken dircctly
from the observations. Some PLAS have been cdited slightly to remove others’
activities i "t appear extraneous 10 the PLA of intcrest. The dialogue was
conducted i Spanish; the author did the translations. Dashes (--) indicate a
pause; dots (. ..) indicate uninwielligible words or phrases. Brackets indicate
simultancous activitics. 1 1
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PART 11

New forms of assessment:
The Tucson projects




An ethnographic approach to bilingual
language proficiency assessment

Susan U. Philips
University of Arizona,
Tucson, Arizona

Bilingual education programs in the United States are primarily the result of
the recognition of tne right to an equal education for language minority
students through such legislation as the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 and
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Children whose first language is not English
(and these are overwhelmingly Spanish in language background} generally
have had lower scores on school achievement tests than monolingual
English speakers. It has been argued that bilingual education would provide
bilingual children with equal access to the educational system and eradicate
the achievement score disparities between bilingual and monolinguat
children.

In faet, such eradication of achieveinent score disparities has not
occurred. Because some educators believe that poor assessment procedures
are contributing to the continued difficulty school systems are having in
raising the achievement scores of bilinguat students, increased attention is
now being given to bilingual language proficiency assessment praetices.

An ethnographic approach to language proficiency assessment of
language minority children stresses the need to develop assessment
procedures within a general framework that assumes culture-specific
developmental sequences in the acquisition of communicative competence.
It is necessary to determine empirically what those sequences are before
teachers and curriculum developers can build on alteady existing cognitive
development in their education of the children. For this reason, bitingual
language proficiency assessment in all settings should entail not just
evaluation of students’ language skills in terms of an already known and
established set of criteria, but it should also include RESEARCH,
open-ended exploratory research on the nature of the skills the children
actually Lave, and their relation to academic success.

K
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Formal testing has been found to be too limited a basis for determining
the language in which a child should first acquire particular skills because
there are a number of factors that should be considered in making such
decisions. The main concern is that the child be taught in the language in
which she or he has the skills to learn, to acquire knowledge, to think
creatively. Thus far it has been assumed that this should be the language in
which the child is “dominant”. But a child may be dominant in one language
for some topics and some social domains, but not others. Thus we see
immediately that dominance is too simplistic a notion.

From a substantive point of view, an ethnographic oricntation entails
the notion that children’s school language skills should be viewed within a
broader framewnrk of culturally acquired communicative competence.
While cultural differences in children's pre-school and outside of school
language socialization experiences have been recognized for some ethnic
minority populations in this country, notably Blacks and North American
Indians. such cultural differences have been given less attention in the
discussion of the educational problems of bilingual populations. For the
latter group, the linguistic difference has been so salient that it has received
most of the attention. In addition, there is a tendency among at least
Hispanic groups to associate culture with food, dance and other very visible
markers of ethnic or national identity, rather than the less displayable
features of everyday culture which comprise children’s socialization.

Anethnographic, and fundamentally anthropological, view of languagc
proficiency is that the concept should embrace the child’s full range of social
uses of language and nonverbal signals rather than encompassing only the
narrow uses associated with the transmission of the literacy skills of reading
and writing. The relationship between the child’s communicative skills in
different domains should be examined. In this way, the knowledge of the
child’s communicative skills in nra-academic activities might shed light on
and help interpret or explain hi, or her patierns of language use in academic
activities.

An ethuographic view of langyL _ : socialization invokes “culture” and
cultural aifferences in linguage socialization to explain the poor
achieverrent scores of chil.ren from ethnic minority backgrounds. School
curricula, generally, assume and puild on a single model of language
socialization. Sometimdes there is mismatch between the school developmen-
tal model, and the child’s pre-school language socialization expeliences. The
developmental model is based on white middle-class children’s pre-school
language socialization experiences, even though the ethnic minority child’s
language socialization is culturally diffcrent. Minority children arrive in the
classroom knowing different kinds of things. When they encounter school
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tests, it is as if they are asked to perform “Apples” when they know
“Oranges”, and no one ever tests for “Oranges”.

Stated quite simply. if educators are to be able to assess children’s skills
when they arrive at school, and if they are to be able to build on their
strengths, a Jescription of the nature of the communicative competenee of
children from ethnic minority backgrounds will be necessary. Educators also
need to understand how cultural differences affect children’s classroom
behavior. In this way. when a chiid is having difficulties in school, educators
will know if it is because the teacher and the curriculum presuppose cultural
knowledge in the child that she or he doesn't have. Perhaps even the kind of
knowledge that a child possesses may ajso be determined. Inother words, an
ethnographic perspective involves the advocation of the concept of culture
as an explanatory tool in bilingual language proficiency assessment.

From a methodological point of view, ¢n ethnographic perspective
holds that experimental methodologies can never enable us to grasp the
nature of children’s communicative competence because such methods, by
their very nature, alter that competence. Instead, observation, participant
observation. and interviews are recommended as the research tools to be
used in determining the nature of children’s communicative competence.
The place of educational testing approaches to language proficiency
assessment, therefore. is within that broader perspective of communicative
competence. It has also been argued that teachers can benefit from being
trained tocarry out ethnographic research on theirstudents’'c.  nunicative
competence because it will broaden their perspective on their students’
language skills, enable them to identify students’ :ommunicative strengths,
and to build on those strengths and use them in academic cognitive
development.

The ethnographic perspective described was used as the basis for a
course on Bilingual Language Proficiency Assessment at the University of
Arizona in the Spring of 1980. The course, funded by the National Institute
of Education (N.I.E.) through the Assessment of Language Proficiency of
Bilingual Persons {ALPBP) Project was intended as a prototype to stimulate
both teaching and research on the topic of language proficiency assessment.

The objective of the course was to provide bilingual educators with
irformation about approaches to language and language use that would be
helpful in their effort to assess the “proficiency™ of their students in Spanish
and English. From the beginning. the course was intended to be
“ethnographic™ in basic orientation and emphasis. an orientation which is
viewed as innovative in the area of language proficiency assessment. The
course was taught from the perspective that present approaches to bilingual
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language proficiency assessment are inadequate and inappropriate. These
inadequacies could be remedied, it was thought, in part through the joining
of both theoretical/substantive and methodological aspects of ethnographic
approaches to language use with the more institutionalized approaches to
language proficiency assessment associated with educational psychology,
and to a [esser degree. cognitive psychology.

The bilingual teachers

The course itself can be viewed. as an interaction betwcen this
perspective, and my concern, a5 the instructor. to meet the needs of the
students (teachers) in the course. Accordingly, it is appropriate to provide
some information about those students and their concetns.

The students for the course were recruited through the Title VIl
program in the Tucson Unified School District, generally known as District
One, and the Sunnyside District also in Tueson. Ali but one of the students
were involved in District One bilingual education programs in one way or
another. Of the fifteen people who came to class the first day with an interest
in enrolling in it, six were grade school classroom teachers in “full” bilingual
programs. Four of these were first grade teachers, one a second grade
teacher, and one a fourth grade teacher. 1t was to this group that the course
was most directly addressed. There were also two teachers in pull-out
programs for Spanish Reading who worked with Spanish dominant children
in the first three grades. There wasone high school teacher who worked with
freshmen in a Title VII bilingual program, whose students were Mexican
American, but who were learning Spanish at a beginning level. Two people
in District One were in non-teaching positions associated with bilingual
programs (a resource person who spent most of her time testingchildrenand
evaluating tests, and a Title VII evaluator who was also the liaison person
between District One) and three administrators were from grade schools
with bilingual programs. None ofthese last three ended up taking the course.
Finally, there was one teacher who workcd with learning disability students
on their literacy skills in 2 grade school pull-out program. All but two were
functionally bilingual in Spanish and English. This description well
represents those who canie in and out of the course, and those who finally
completed t4e coursework.

From the first day of class, it was clear that most of the teachers were ina
fairly difficult position in their roles as assessors of bilingual language
proficiency. They began the schocl year in programs in which they had little
or no “say” in determlning svhich children were placed in bilingual
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programs, of which children were defined as Spanish dominant or English
dominant. Most of these teachers had to administer tests designed to
measure language proficiency atsome point during the school year, but they
usually did not receive the test scores until after the children had moved on
to another grade. And most of the teachers, at some point during each year,
made and acted upon decisions that could seriously affect a child’s academic
progress. The decisions were based on their own assessment of their
students’ language sKills: Should a child be recommended for learning
disability testing? Shouid he or she be transferred from the English
dominant to the Spanish dominant reading group? And so on.

Generally, the teachers believed they were in a better position to assess
their students’ skills than others. since they were seeing them using language
far more than anyone else, and, unlike many administrators, were proficient
bilinguals themselves. Some of the teachers who came to this course were
not only critical of the formal instruments used to measure proficiency but
were skeptical about their validity. Some of the teachers showed distrust for
tests used totest students for learning disabilities on the grounds that none of
the formal testing instruments were in Spanish.

At the same time, none of the teachers had had any formal training in
how to evaluate and interpret formal tests, sothey lacked confidence in their
own critical orientation. The teachers were clearly aware that their own
language proficiency assessments lacked credibility with administrative
personnel who made the student placement decisions with which the
teachers had to live. Several teachers expressed concern over the fact that
they were not consulted or that their opinions were given little attention in
placement decisions that were supposed to be based on language proficiency
assessments.

In general, then, the teachers came into the class with ambivalent
feelings about bilingual language proficiency assessment. On the one hand,
they felt their knowledge of their students’ language proficiency was crucial
for thi child's academic development. On the other hand, they felt
inadequate in their own knowledge and anxious over the decisions they were
making.

Clearly, then, the primary practical aim of the course was to provide the
teachers with information that would facilitate their language proficiency
assessment activities.

The course

There were three parts to the course. Part 1 was an overview of
approaches to bilingual language proficiency assessment. with emphasison
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sociolinguistic and ethnographic approaches. Part 11 focused on the nature
of the child’s communicative competence in the classroom and the teacher’s
assessment of bilingual language proficiency in that context. Part 111 dealt
with the child’s communicative conipetence in the community and with the
effects of cultural background on that competence. Each section of the
course will now be considered in more detail.

Part I: Approaches to bilingual language proficiency

The primary purpose of this first five-week section was to introduce
various approaches to or definitions of language proficiency that could be of
use to teachers in their language proficiency assessment, and to integrate
those approaches into asingle coherent view. Above all, it was thought to be
impottant to develop the notion of communicative competence as the most
integrated approach to language proficiency. In addition, as the instructor
I attempted to demonstrate the advantages of such a view gver the more
strictly linguistic notionsof proficiency and the more *literacy achievement”
definitions of proficiency that are most common in educational testing
today.

There are three aspects of the concept of communicative competence
that were highlighted in the course. First, attention was given to the point
that communicative competence involves the influences of both human
biological make-up and culturally acquired knowledge in the determination
of the structure of language. Second, atiention was given to the point that
communicative competence iS a combination of linguistic and social
knowledge. This concept developed by Hymes (1972) refers to what a
person must know (o communicate in a socially appropriate fashion. The
point was made that intra-linguistic diversity in dialect and style is matched
by a functional differentiation in code use that could affect the nature of a
child’s language proficiency in two languages. The third aspect of
communicative competence that was given particular emphasis in the first
section of the course was the developmental process through which
communicative competence was acquired. The notion of culturally specific
developmental sequences was contrasted with the educational assumption
implicit in curriculum materials and associated instructional booklets that
there is only one relevant developmental sequence in terms of which
children’s language proficiency can be measured.

Part H: Communicative competence in the classroom

The general goal of the second part of the course was to instruct the
teachers on how to carry out ethnographic observation in their dassrooms,
and to use that skill in increasing their awareness of the nature of their
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students’ communicative competence in the classroom,

The means vsed to accomplish this goal was a research project in which
the teachers were to describe their own bilingual language proficiency
assessment activities. or to do an ethnographic description of their own
evaluation activities and the interpretive procedures they use in assessing
students’ proficiency. There were no assigned readings for this section of the
course, and the in-class Jecture and discussion activities were organized
entirely around the facilitation of this project.

In the first phase of the project. the teachers were required to provide
an initial description of their language assessment procedures. Eaeh student
in the class was asked to rank a group of ten of their students in terms of their
relative language proficiency in both Spanish and English. Thus. there
would be two separate rankings, which could involve either the same or
different children. They were asked to describe the aspects of the children’s
communicative competence that they attended to in making their language
proficiency assessments. and the contexts within the classroom which they
relied upon in making those assessments. The instructor made it clear that
those in the class who were not regular classroom teachers would be able to
adapt the assignment to their interests and practical circumstances.

The second phase of the project was the collection of language use data
in the classroom. The teachers were asked to tape record the students they
had rank ed in language use activities in both Spanish and English. They were
then to transcnibe 10 minutes of the Spamsh activity and 10 minutes of the
English activity.

The third phase of the research project was the analysis of the data base
in terms of the extent to which the behavioral evidence of the children’s
language use actually corresponded with the teacher’s initial bilingual
language proficiency assessment. Specifically, the teachers were to
determine whether the students who had been ranked as more proficientina
given language actually displayed greater amounts in the transcripts of
whatever qualities the teachers had indicated they evalvated positively.
Thus, for example, if a teacher initially indicated that she vsed size of
vocabulary of words with three or more syllables as a criterion in evaluating
language proficiency, then she was to determine whether the students she
had ranked as more proficient actually exhibited more than three or more
syllable words in their speech more than those she viewed as less proficient.

Where the students” behavior conflicted with the teachers’ initial
evaluations, they were asked to indicate why they thought this had occurred.
Finally, they were asked to compare their own assessinents of the students’
language proficiency with available scores from formal tests of language
proficiency. and discuss reasons for any discrepancies between their own
evaluations and those of the tests.
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The primary reason for focusing on the description and evaluation of
the teachers’ language proficiency assessment processes was practical. The
purpose of the course was to provide the teachers with knowledge and skills
that would be usefulto them in carrying out language proficiency assessment
activities. That purpose presupposes that bilingual teachers have and should
have an important role in language proficiency assessment. Yet, in practice,
the teacher’s role is ambiguous, as was indicated earlier. Teachers obviously
have far more opportunity to assess children’s language skills than other
school personnel, and they continually act on those assessments intheir roles
as teachers. Yet many of them felt that the major academic decisions based
on language proficiency assessments, such as who would be placed in what
program. were out of their hands. 1t was clear that teachers often lacked
credibility with administrators in such decisions, For example, the results of
atestcould be given priority over a teacher’sevaluation of a child’s language
skills. Why they lacked credibility was not clear. This state of affairs existsin
a vacuum of knowledge ab .t what teachers actually do when they assess
their students' bilingual language proficiency.

A description of the way in which teachers decide a student’s
proficiency in English ind Spanish should be useful for a number of
purposes. For the teachers, it should help them articulate tc others just how
they make their decisions nd to substantiate these decisions in dealing with
administrative personnel who doubt their abilities in this area. 1t should also
enable teachers to more easily engage in self-evaluation of their own
assessment procedures. In this way, their descriptions an be compared with
those of other teachers and they can learn from one another. Such a
description alsoenables them to compare their approaches with that offered
by outside resource people. in this case, the instructor of the course.

For educatior:al administrative personnel interested ijn improving
bilingual language proficiency assessment procedures, such descriptive
information should be useful in developing a more systematic approach to
the incorporation of teacher assessment practices in the overall assessment
of bilingual language proficiency. If administrative personnel agree that
tests are always limited and quite specific in what they assess, and that
additional sources of information should be used in making decisions that
will affect students® academic cperience, then the reachers’ assessments are
a natural, logical, efficient and useful source of information. Teachers’
assessment procedures cannot be used systematically, however, if no one
knows what they arc,

For all of these reasons the teachers’ research project was developed.
The first paper the teachers turned in described their student rankings of
Spanish and English proficiency, the criteria underlying those rankings, and
the language use situations observed by the teacher on which those rankings
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were based. Then, during the week that the teachers were tape recording
their classes, the instructor went over their first papers to compil., a report,
tobe returned to the teachers, which compared their approaches sythatthey
could learn from one another. Following is a description of the salient
features identified by the teachers {(most of wlich were reported in class):

1.

Many of the crite ria for language proficiency that the teachers used
were very academic in orientation. Quickness of students’
responses, reading comprehension, ability to grasp new concepts
readily, and ability to perform tasks independentiy were examples
of such criteria. For the teachers, then, language proficiency was
merged with academic achievement to some degree. This was not
surprising. In practice, probabiy all language proficiency
assessments are situational/domain-specific. Since a teacher’s main
professional function is the evaluation of academic progress, it is
appropriate that those aspects of language use which reflect
academic achievement should be salient in their conscious
discriminations.

Most of the teachers identified features of linguistic structure
among the dimensions of language use relied on in making
language proficiency assessments. Syntax and vocabulary were
most often mentioned as aspects attended to. Examples were too
infrequent for it to be clear how these features were measured, but
assessment included the notions that the larger the vocabulary, the
greater the use of synonyms, and the less recourse to the other
language, the more proficiency. Proper word order, particujarly
having the adjective before the noun in English and after the noun
in Spanish, was one syntactic criterion teachers mentioned in class.
Correct use of verb tenses and syntactic complexity were also
mentioned. No teacher mentioned pronunciation as a factor in
these papers. Greater fluency was also taken as evidence of greater
proficiency in both Spanish and English.

There were several often-mentioned aspects of language use that
were specific to the assessment of bilingual as opposed to
monolingual ianguage proficiency. Code-switching or mixing of
language was mentioned repeatedly as evidence of less janguage
proficiency. While the teachers recognized the social genesis of
code-switching and did not view it as stigmatized, all of them were _
committed to programs in which Spanish and English were kept

. separate, so that for any given lesson, or participant structure, their

intent was to use only one language for the entire activity. Thus,
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while their students entered their bilingual programs with much
mixing of languages, the teachers made it clear that the students
were to try tostayin the one language in which the teacher initiated
the learning activity. Given this approach, switches into the
“other’* language were interpreted by the teacher as evidence of
lesser control of the language of the lesson.

The teachers also repeatedly mentioned “the languaye of the
home” as a dimension of their assessment process. In otiier words,
if the teacher knew that Spanish was spoken in the student’s home,
she was likely to attribute more proficiency in Spanish to him or

+ her. This aspect of language use was set aside until Part III of the
course.

4. Most of the teachers indicated that they relied almosi exclusively
on organized lesson activities in which they controlled the
interaction as the contextual basis for their language proficiency
assessments. All of the grade school teachers relied particularly
heavily on reading group activity. Only two teachers gave
systematic attention to contextual variation in children’s language
proficiency. In their discussions, however, and more informally in
other reports, there was discussion of contextual varation in
amount of student talk, presaging the emergence of *amount of
talk” as an important variable in bilingual language proficiency
assessment. Two patterns of assessment ‘vere evident in this realm.
First, some teachers indicated that they were uncertain about the
proficiency of their lowest ranked students because the children
spoke so little that it was difficult to evaluate them. Second, some
teachers indicated that they had students who spoke very little
when the whole class met with the teacher as a group where
vparticipation was voluntary, but were proficiently responsive in
small groups where everyone was expected to take a turn. Because
of this second pattern, the teachers were unwilling to associate lack
of talk with tack of proficiency and felt this second group may get
unrepresentative scores on oral language proficiency tests.

5. On the basis of the teachers’ descriptions and the instructor’s
observations in six of the teachers’ bilingual classrooms, it became
evident that there is rarely if ever complese funciional equivalence
bewween Spanish and English in such classrooms. The two
languages are always to some degree used for different purposes.

The most common pattern in the early grades was this: The school day
began with the whole class meeting with the teacher, and the activities of this
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time (Pledge of Allegiance, calendar review, :olt cal}, announcements) were
alternately in Spanish and English, with alterrnte days or weeks for each.
The reading groups were either alw « 5 in Spani.* or always in English. with
briefstilted forays into the other languay» throug), ESL (English asa Second
Language) or SSL. (Spanish as a Sevond Langttage) thut most of the teachers
viewed as ineffective. This should cause the educaiur to question whether
the transfer of reading skills from Spamish to English can be matched by a
transfer of the verbal language use si.lls a:socizted with reading groups.
Mathematics was the academic activity most likely to involve preview
freview alternation in both languages, but here. too, some teachers reported
staying in one language. All the teachersseemed to have a better sense of the
students’ competence in one language, usually Spanish, than in the other,
and they made this clear in their descriptions.

It was apparent that the teachers taking the course were overwhelmed
with the research project as a whole. The two main concerns were that they
were being asked to perform tasks in areas that they felt lacking in the skill
and knowledge. and that the project required too much time and energy. it
was felt tobe too much work . Thus I developed a final format for the analysis
of the taped transcripts that was more structured and limited in form than
had been originally intended: Rather than requiring the teachers to
operationalize their own criteria (e.g. decide what constituted evidence in
the transcript of good oral reading or verbal fluency or compiex syntax), the
instructor selected and operationalized most of the criteria to be examined.
The components of the »oject as it was executed were the following.

First, the teachers were asked to look at two features in both English
and Spanish from the Bilingual Syntax Measuge (BSM) (Burt, Dulay, &
Herndndez-Chavez. 1975). For each Ianguage, one feature that was thought
to be acquired relatively early was used {presence of articles, e.g. la, el; the,
a) along with one feature acquired relatively late (direct and indirect object
pronouns in Spanish, anc the past Irregular tense for verbs in English).
These particular features were also chosen because it was expected that they
would occur relatively frequently. The teachers were asked to give the
number of “correct” uses of these features in relation to the number of
instances where they should have occurred.

There were several gencral reasons for drawing features from the 8SM:

— the test is based on syntactic features, and a number of the teachers had
said they attend to syntax in making language proficiency assessments;
— it seemed that use of the test features would facilitate comparison of
. test features with teacher-identified features. Use of such features
would also facilitate discussion of their occurreuce in a test sitvation
compared with their occurrence in ordinary elassroom interaction.
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Beecause the teachers had expressed so much uneertainty over the
assignment and viewed it as too difficult. it seemed important to give them
some features that would be easy to identify ynd easy to count in their
transcriptions. Thus a second component of the assignment was that they
examtae the frequency of their students’ code-switching in both Spanish and
English. This feature of students’ language use was identified by the teachers
as one they rely on in language proficiency assessments, and because this
aspect of language use is distinctive to bilingual language proficiency
assessment, it seemed an appropriate variable to examine for this course.

Third. the class as a group was given a choice from among four possible
features that they had identified s relevant in their first papers, and that the
instructor had judged to be readily defineable. From among these, the class
members identified fluency of speech as the feature they felt was most
promising. As a group, they agreed to focus on “false starts™” as the aspect of
fluency to be ¢xamined in their transcripts, and as a group they developed a
more precise definition of false staris.

Finally. the teachers were to select one linguistic feature they had
identified that they felt was particularly promising and that could be defined
in such a way that others could recognize it and count it.

There were several reasons for the emphasis on operationalization of
features of students’ language use and quantification of behavioral
differences among the students. First, as noted earlier. one purpose of the
second part of the course was to compare teacher language proficiency
assessment with the assessment format of tests. If quantified. the teacher’s
foci of evaluation and relative ranking of students could be more directiy
compared with those of the tests. Second, it seemed important to deter-nine
whether the teachers could explain to others what they do in a way that
would enable others to look at the same aspects of language use that the
teachers look at. and thus evaluate and systematically incorporate teacher
assessment procedures into routine language assessment in the schools,

During the third part of the course, I provided the teachers with a
summary of their Part iI final analyses.

Most of the teachers, who recorded their students. taped and transcribed
them in reading groups, usually in Spanish. The heavy use of reading groups
was partly motivated by the fact that this is probably the main situation in
which oral langunge use is usnessed by teachers. The second reason for use of
reading groups is that it can be taped and the tape transcribed more readily
than many other classroom activities. Alzo, the teachers had been urged to
consider such factors in selecting activities to tape.

In the firstpart of the (inal analyses. theteac: . wereaskedto compare
the results of their analyses of their students’ language use with the
achievement scores found in the students’ records. The teachers found the
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records to be poor and incomplete. Some could find no such information for
their first grade level students. The scores available to the different teachers
were from different tests, making it clear that there was no standardization
in testing in the school district. None of the teachers found an absolute
correlation between their own initial rankings of their students and the
results of language proficiency tests, although thete was a general
correlation. Conflicting rankings were usually in the top half of the groups of
siadents in questions and most commonly involved one child who talked a
lot. This child was often evaluated more highly by the teacher than by the
test.

None of the teachers attempted to explain discrepancies between the
tests and their own rankings.

Those who completed their assignments rejected the features from the
Bilingual Syntax Measure (Burt er al., 1975} as useless for their purposes,
just as they had been very critical of the test when it was discussed earlier in
class. Generally they said the features in both Spanish and English were
completely or almost completely controlled by all of their students,
including all of the students at the first grade level. Interestingly enough,
they all also found that direct and indirect pronouns occurred too
infrequently in their material to be effectively evaluated, suggesting that
whatever utterance types normally display pronouns in Spanish are not
being generated by reading group discussions. The suggestion of one teacher
that English verb tenses in general rather than the Past Irregular be
considered as & useful indicator of linguistic control was supported by the
others in the class in class discussion.

The discussions of the variable of code-switching as an indicator of
lesser proficiency were among the most interesting in the teachers’ final
analyses. None of them concluded that this dimension of language
functioned as they had initially expected it to. Some members of the class
arrived at the opinion that there was more code-switching among the
students they had ranked as most proficient in a given language rather than
iess. Class discussion of this finding indicated that students with good
code-switching skiils are generally perceived by the teachers as particularly
competent or naturally gifted in language skills.

| informed the teachers that comparison of the different papers and
transcripts indicated that there was more code-switching from Spanish into
English than from English into Spanish. Transcripts and observations from
five different first grade classes indicated that in both languages the amount
of code-switching done by the students was roughly proportional to the
amount of code-switching done by the teacher. In other wotds, in classes
where the students switched a lot, 50 did the teacher. In classes where the
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students switched not at all, neither did the teacher. It'is not clear who was
conditioning whom in such activity.

The teachers also rejected fluency as an indicator of greater control of
the language in question. The two first grade teachers who finished their
analyses independently concluded that disfiuencies in the form of false starts
were associated with longer turns at talk and more complex uiterances,
which in turn were produced by the students the teachers had judged to be
the most proficient. This finding led the members of the class to agree that
turn length and utterance complexity might be good feat ures of language to
examine in future work of this kind.

In general, the teachers were more enthusiastic about the utility ofthe

. features of language use that they had chosen on their own than those I
suggested or thoze selected by the group. These features included errors in
oral reading, number of student responses acknowledged and evaluated
positively by the teacher, amount of talk {by number of turns, number of
words, and number of syllables), correctness of all verb forms, and number
of words with three or more syllables. The teachers who measured
performance according to reading skills and positive teacher evaluations
found the strongest correlations with their own rankings, providing further
evidence of the extent to which language proficiency and academic
achievement are merged in the teachers’ language proficiency assessments.

Those who looked at amount of talk did not find it to correlate with
their rankings, primarily because there was usually one exception to the
correlation. But my perusal of reports and transcripts taken as a body
suggest that, in fact, there is a very strong general correlation between
amount of talk and positive or high language proficieney assessment of a
student.

Concluding remarks

The teachers scemed to feel that their awareness of the ways students
use language had been heightened by the project activities and that their
own intuitions about their students’ use of language were only born out some
of the time when their students’ language use was examined more closely.
The experience did not cause them to question their own rankings. Instead,
where students’ performance in terms of the teachers’ own criteria was not
what the teachers expected, they tended 1o criticize the use of those criteria
and the methodology of the research project. They believed they were
working with too little data to be able {o confirm or eliminate the features
examined. [ also shared this view but to a lesser degree since I had access to
all the papers and the data. It was also clear that the features examined
interact with othe: features not examined in complex and subtle ways.
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This experience suggests that it is generally quite difficuit to
operationalize th.e teacher assessment processes. If teacher judgements are
more systematically used in making student program deeisions in the future.
it will probably be neeessary to aceept the gqualitative nature of their
judgements.

Itis also clear that the teachers™ basis for making language proficiency
assessments is, in fact, almost always limited to the academie aetivitics which
the teacher alone controls. The expansion of that base to other sources of
information was the focus of the third part of the course.

Part Hi: Communicative competence in the community

The general purpose of this third part of the course was to facilitate the
teachers’ exploration of sources of information on their students’
communicative competence that they do not normally use as a basis for
making bilingual language proficiency assessments. Asin the second part of
the course, the teachers were givenan empirieal research project to carry out
involving gathering of additional information on the same students they had
ranked in the first projeet. {nee again, the inclass activities were designed to
aequaint the teachers with approaches that would help them in their
projects. This time, however, the project was less structured, allowing the
teachers to decide how much time to devote to it, and readings were assigned
to accompany the inclass lectures and diseussion.

Basically, the teachers were asked to consider whether aceess to a
broadened view of their students’ communicative competence would give
them insight into the students’ inclass language use and/or alter the nature of
the teachers’ rankings of their students’ bilingual language proficiency.

The third part of the eourse was designed to broaden their view of their
students’ communicative competenee in two ways:

— They were to consider the nature of contextual variation in children’s
communicative competence, considering how the children com-
municated in school contexts which the teachers did not normally
observe, and in community eontexts. In general, then. they were to
relate the children's performance in academic activities to a larger
pattern of communicative skills.

— The seeond way in whieh the third seetion of the eourse wasto broaden
the teachers’ views of their children’s communieitive compete.nee was
through consideration of the relationship between the students’ social
backgrounds and their language proficiency as it had been assessed by
the teacher on the basis of academie activities.
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While the Part Il assignment encouraged the teachers to consider a
number of sources of information. problems with the Anthropology
Department Human Subjects Committze made it necessary toask them not
to make visits to students’ homes to gather information or gather
information from their school files. Thus. in their assessment, they were
limited to observation and tape recording of activities taking place on the
school grounds, and to information that they had acquired about the
children during their normal teaching activities. Those who had already
gathered additional background information from other sources before this
restriction was made were allowed to go ahead and use that information in
their final papers.

Of the five people taking the course who reported on the Part Hi
assignment, three concentrated on observation of their students in contexts
where they did not normally see them and two concentrated on the
relationship between features of the students’ social backgrounds and their
language proficiency in Spanish and English. Their general evaluation of this
project was that it was very useful to carry out such actlvities, and that one
gained insight into the nature of the children’s communicative skills that
could not be gained through regular classroom activities.

Two of the teachers who observed the students in activities on the
school grounds found a general correlation between the students’ amount of
talk in these situations and in the classroom. More particularly, they found
that the students they had ranked as least proficient in at least one language
were loners outside the classroom, and weren’t talking because they weren't
with anyone. One person taking the course found a child who used Spanish
little in the classroom, even when addressed in Spanish, but relied on it
heavily in interaction with peers in the cafeteria, making plausible the notion
that some students see the classroom as a place for English. no matter what
kind of program they are in.

The teachers agreed that observation of students in activities not
controlled by the teacher should be a regular part of bilingual language
proticiency assessment. However. they felt that in order for it to be praetical,
it would be best to recommend that teachers observe students in
unsupervised activity in the classroom. They found the cafeteria to be an
excellent situation for observation, but felt some teachers would find it a
burden to be required to observe there, They found the playground a very
poor place to observe, because of the level of activity of the ehildren,

The teachers who looked at the correlation between language
proficiency and social background were surprised by several of their
findings. One teachér who taught Spanish as a second language to
Mexiean-Ameriean students at the high school level found that there was a
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strong correlation between the students’ identification of Spanish as their
first language. and her positive asscssments of their present Spanish
proficiency. In other words. her “good” students wcre those who had been
exposed to Spanish carly, and/or had had it and lost it. Another teacher, who
taught at the first grade level found that there was a strong correlation
betwcen high proficicncy in Spanish. and birth in Mexico, and between high
proficiency in English. and birth in the United States. While this correlation
might seem obvious. it has apparently been disputed among those working
in Tucson in bilingual education. This same teacher found a strong
corrclation between students’ birth order position and proficiency in a
language. Those who wcre first-born in their family tended to be ranked as
more proficicnt in both languages by this teacher. The other teachers
strongly agreed that this factor is a very promising one for explaining
differences in language proficiency. However, although the teachers found
social background information helped them explain patterns in their
studcnts’ communicative competence. they did not feel that teachers should
regularly have access to such information, or be encouraged to use it in
making placcment decisons. They felt that such information might tend to
bias the asscssment of a child's abilities, so that e.g. a child who was from
Mexico and fourth-born would be assumed to have little English proficiency.

On the last day of class, the teachers were given copies of transcripts of
tape recordin,s from a bilingual second grade class whose teacher was not
taking the course. Two transcripts in English involved students ranked as
fifth (E-5) and tenth (E-10) in a group of ten in English skills by their
teacher. In one situation that was recorded, the students read aloud in a
reading group. In the other the students were at a learning center developing
menus of food, unsupervised by a teacher. The teachers were impressed by
the variety of forms of speech that appeared in the two transcripts. and felt
that the great range of language skills exposed by the situational contrast
argued strongly for regular observation of studentsin diverse activities, asa
regular part of bilingual language proficiency assessment procedures.

Another group of teachers who examined the same pair of transcripts
showed a high level of agreement in choosing which speaker showed the
greater proficiency (E10). The teachers’ assessments were consistent with
the child’s teacher’s ranking but varied in the criteria they used to arrive at
their decision.

The main sources of evidence of language skills in the readinglesson are
the child’s reading aloud and his or her answers to the teacher’s questions
about the material read. In that transcript, some teachers considered
frequency and type of reading error as a basis for comparing E5 and E10,
and found them to differ in both aspects. Speed and frequency of response to
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questions, as well as richness of vocabulary in the responses were also
considered. In many teachers’ judgments E10’s language skiils in reading
and responses to questions were clearly superior.

The difference emerges more clearly when the two children were
recorded at the learning center. There the teacher does not control turns at
talk, and E10 talks a great deal more than E5. E10 controls the interaction
and also engages in some verbal play toward the end of the transcript. Here,
too, the teachers judged E10 as demonstrating greater English language
proficiency.

Recommendations for teacher training

Teachers in all classrooms are continually making assessments of their
students’ language proficiencies, and incorporating those assessments into
decisions about the kinds of learning activities the students will be involved
in. Until recendly, the prin¢ipal form of training that teachers have been
given in language awareness was derived from the traditional prescriptive
grammatical approach that preceded the treatment of language by modern
linguists.

There are several areas of knowledge about language from which all
teachers could benefit iu their language proficiency assessment activities, .
Teachers’ language arts activities would be strengthened by a general
background on the structure of language, and on its inherent rule-governed
variability. Such a background would give them the tools to describe and
analyze the forms of speezh of their students, for their own benefit and that
ofother school personnel nvolved in placement decisions. It would also give
them the analytical tools io take a less evaluative attitude toward particular
varieties of language that reflect patterned variation, but tend to be
stigmatized in evalvations of language. A general introduction to
sociolinguistic characterizations of the relation between the social life of the
child and his or her way of speaking would also sensitize teachers to the
cultural foundations upon which they can build in de veloping their students’
language skills.

For those who teach in bilingual programs, there is alsv a need for
in-depth familiarization with standard texts used in assessing bilingual
language proficiency, and with their strengths and weaknesses. Andas long
as these tests continue to be limited in what they can tell us about the skills of
billngual children. there will also be a need for teachers to receive further
training that will allow them to systematically supplement test knowledge
with direct observation of their students’ language use. This training could,
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in turn, be related to knowledge of the ways in which bilingual children use
language in community environments. A course such as the one described
here can be very useful in meeting this fina! need.
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Traditionally, schools have used a developmental model of acquisition of
communicative skills based on white middle-class children’s socialization
experiences. This model assumes all children come to school having the same
basic experiences at home and in the community. It also assumes that
cognitive and linguistic skill development follows a rather fixed growth
curve which takes as the norm white middle-class children’s developmental
characteristics. These assumptions are reflected in standard monolingual
curriculum objectives as well as in the segmentation of knowledge by grade
level. The model fails to recognize culturally different language socialization
experiences. This model assumes all children come to school having the same
lacks the necessary flexibility to build upon variability in the acquisition of
communicative skills by children of different cultural backgrounds, and to
relate these skills to the learning of new concepts at school. This lack of
understanding and acceptance of culturally different language socialization
patterns of communication may be a major factor contributing (o the poor
performance in school by language minority students (see Philips article, this
volume}).

In view of the inadequacies of this model and in an effort to explore
alternative methods for assessing language proficiency, a two year teacher
training program was implemented through the Assessment of Language
Proflciency of Bilingual Persons {ALPBP) project. The training consisted in
the instruction of target teachers in ethnographic/sociolinguistic approaches
to communicative proficiency and its assessment.
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The approack entails both theoretical and methodological considerations
about the nature of children’s language acquisition, language use and its
measurement.

Theoretical and methodological approach

Frem a theoretical perspective, the concept of language proficiency is
seen as embracing “the childs full range of social uses of language and
non-verbal signals rather than encompassing only the narrow uses
associated with the transmission of literacy skills of reading and writing”
(see Philips, this volume p, 89).

In order to operationalize this interpretation of the language construct,
Briere’s (1979) integrative model of communicative proficiency was
modified for use in the tramning process to include those developmental
factors which influence children’s language development and language use.
The model, illustrated in Figure 1, consists of four basic components:
linguistic competence and linguistic performance — based on Chomsky’s
(1965) understanding of language — and sociolinguistic competence and
sociolinguistic performance — based on Hymes (1972} interpretation of
communicative competence.

Linguistic competence refers to the intuitive knowledge a native
speaker has about the rules of the grammar of his/her language(s) (i.e.
phonology, syntax, and the lexicon}. This refers, for example, to the tacit
knowledge 2 native English-speaking student has about when and how to
use both regular and irregular plurals, to make verb and noun agreements, or
to understand the sounds of the dialectal variations spoken in various
communities.

LINGUISTIC COMPETENCE SOCIOLINGUISTIC COMPETENCE
Hnowledgeofthegrammar  [%- - =™ Knowledge of aptropriate useo!
/ of thalanguage _ language insacialcontext
DEVELOPMENTAL FACTORS
Emotional
Physical L
Cognitve
Lingurstic
LINGUISTIC. PERFORMANCE SOCIOLINGLISTIC PERFORAMANCE
Use cftanguage shills - = =] Appropeialouse ollanguageina
by doman given Socialcontext

FIGURE L. A soctoiinguistic flinguistic model of communicative proficiency {Adapted
frem Briere, 1979;
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Linguistic performance refers to the actual use the speaker makes of
his/her linguistic competence using the “proper” grammar and vocabulary.
These skills are evidenced in the ability to comprehend and speak as well as
to read and write if literacy skills have been introduced.

Sociolinguistic competence refers to the knowledge a native speaker
has about the appropriate use of hisfher language within different social
environments, i.e. the tacit knowledge of what to say to whom, for what
reason(s) and under what circumstance(s). In the school setting, it refers to
the knowledge a student has of the appropriate rules of interaction and
interpretation when interacting with teachers, peers and other participants.

Sociolinguistic performance refers to the actval communicative
behaviors of a speaker which lead other members of a speech community to
believe that he/she is communicating appropriately. For example, in U.S.
schools teachers often expect students to look them in the eye while being
reprimanded or when responding. In some cultures this is considered
inappropriate; thus, if a student does not provide a response appropriate to
the culture, a teacher unfamiliar with the child’s cultural background might
conclude that the student is disrespectful or uncooperative.

The ethnographic perspective requires the application of
methodologies which support observation of naturally occurring interac-
tons, participant observations and interviews as research tools for
determining the nature of children’s communicative proficiency. This is in
contrast to experimental methodologies wl.wh focus on language
interactions in contrived rather than natural settings. By their very
nature, experimental methodologies disregard children’s natural language
abilities because they focus on knowledge of language skitls which may lie
outside their socialization experiences.

tn an effort to develop observational critetia to be used in analyzing
observations of children’s naturally occurring communicative interactions
and relate these to communicative proficiency, ALPBP project staff
reviewed current theoretical and applied research on the nature of language
and its functional vses. Following is a brief summary from that review.

Hymes (1964) argues that knowledge of a language implies more than
an innate and subconscious knowledge of the rules of the language
(Chomsky, 196 5). 1< suggests that language use within a speechcommunity
consists of culturally influenced communication modes, which include
systematic patterning of speech governed by social rules. He proposes that
an ethnography of speaking is required to describe the patterns of language
use in terms of their distribution and finction. He categorizes language in
terms of basic functions: expressive, directive and referential.

Halliday (1973) categorizes language functions as instrumental,

51135
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regulatory, interactional, heuristic. personal, imaginative and representa-
tional. The instrumental function, according to Hallicday, serves to
manipulate the environment. to cause certain events to happen, such as
“don’t touch the stove!” etc. The regulatory function serves in controlling
events through the use of approval. disapproval, etc. The representational
function refers to the use of language to make statements, convey facts and
knowledge, such as to explain, or to report, etc. The interactional function
serves to ensure social mainteniance. This is exhibited in knowledge of slang,
jargon, jokes, politeness and formality expectations. The personal
function allows a speaker to express feelings and emotions. The heuristic
function involves language used toacquire knowledge and to learn about the
environment. Heuristic functions are often conveyed in the form of
questions that will lead to answers. Children make good use of the heuristic
functions in their use of why questions. The imaginative functions serve to
create imaginary systems of ideas, such as telling fairy tales, writing novels,
creating poetry, etc.

Tough {1974) considers two basic functions of language: relationai and
ideational. The first one is used to *maintain tt.e self”” and the second is used
to direct one’s self to others’ actions.

Wilkinson (1975} developed a list of language functions as a result of
ethnographic/sociolinguistic observations of young children's com-
municative interactions, Because of their importance in understanding the
language use by school children, the functions are listed below.

Functions of langtiage
Who am 1? 1 Establishing and maintaining self
2 Language for analyzing self
3 Language for expressing self -
(for celebrating or despairing. etc.)
Who are you? 4 Establishing and maintaining relations
5 Co-operating
6 Empathizing, understanding the other
7 Role playing, mimicry
8 Guiding, directing the other
Who/What is 9 Giving information
he/she/it? 10 Recalling events (past)
I1 Describing present ¢vents
12 Predicting future events —
statements of intention
statements of hypothesis
what might happen
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13 Analyzing, classifying
14 Explaining, giving reason for
15 Exploring, asking questions, but in other ways
also, by “srunding out” people
16 Reftecting -~ own/others’ thoughts and feelings
{Wilkinson, 1975, pp. 56-7)

In her study of teacher/children’s language interactions, Fillmore
(1979) suggests several functions of language related to children’s
production and comprehension. Samples of functions which she recognizes
as important during classroom interactions are: to provide and elicit
information, to explain, to describe, to clarify, etc.

In addition to research on language functions, psycholinguistic research
by Cummins was felt 0 be important to the study of children’s language use
in school. Cummins (1980) suggests that there are two independent
dimensions of language proficiency: cognitive-academic language skills,
which are related to literacy skills, and sociolinguistic language skills, which
are related to interpersonal communication skills.

Fillmore’s (1976) research on the acquisition of English skills of five
early elementary school children indicates that both aspects of language
proficiency suggested by Cummins have unique but inter-related
characteristics. Both are essential for successful achievement and social
interaction in the classroom. Fitlmore notes that sociolinguistic aspects of
language are crucial to the acquisition and development of a second
language in early elementary school children while cognitive.related
functions often becc.ne more critical for older second-language learners
because of the emplissis on academic performance at higher grade levels.
The implication of Fillmore’s work is that both sociolinguistic and
cognitive-academic language aspects are important to meaningful and
appropriate communication of second language learners,

More recent research on language use in the classroom suggests that
there are two dich«, umous language dimensions. One is more related to the
service of cognition — academic.related language functions — and the other
isrelated to the service of interpersonal social interactions — socio-affective
related language functions (Genesee, 1983). Successful communication
with other participants seems to be correlated to the degree to which the
individual has mastered both dimensions of language use.

Implementation of the ALPBP teacher training program: processes and
OUsOmes

The insights gained from the literature togather with our experience as
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educators of languagc ninority students provided the basis for developing a
framework for training teachers in the Tucson Unified School District
(TUSD) in language proficiency assessment issues  utilizing
ethnographic/sociolinguistic methodologies. Because of the district’s
interest in the development of innovative approaches to the education of
language minority students TUSD was selected as the training site.

TUSD serves a community in excess of 500,000. Approximately
57,000 students are enrolled in TUSD schools. Approximately 16,000, or
28.4 percent, are Hispanic, of which approximately 11,000 have been
identified as having a primary language other than English. in addition, the
school district also services about 1,000 students from 79 various language
backgrounds,

TUSD administrators felt that the ALPBP teacher training programin
ethnographic/sociolinguistic methodologies would complement their efforts
in developing a non-traditional language proficiency assessment instrument,
the Language Proficiency Measure (LPM) (TUSD, 1981). The educators
who became involved in the training program were teachers and
administrators from the school district. The process of establishing a
relationship with TUSD administrators and teachers took place over
approximately a six month period in the fall and winter of 1979. District
admunistrators provided input into the content of the program during the
planning stage through a variety of phone conversations and on-site
meetings. Teachers had an opportunity to contribute to the training plan
through a needs assessment survey and formal and informal meetings.

The general goal of the training component of the ALPBP project was
to provide a forum wherein teachers and administrators would ex~lore the
application of ethnographic/sociolinguistic theories and methodologies
applied to language proficiency assessment practices. The expected
outcome of the training was that it would enable Tucson educators to
develop more effective language proficiency assessment strategies
applicable to their particular student population. The actual training which
was implemented in three phases is described bclow.

Phase I: Bilingual language proficiency assessment: an ethnographic
approach

Phase 1 of the ALPBP teacher training program was implemented in the
spring of 1980 by Dr. Susan Philips through an agreement with the
University of Arizona School of Education Bilingual Program and the
College of Liberal Arts Anthropology Department to co-sponsor a three
credit (45 hr.) graduate course. The course, “An Ethnographic Approach to
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Bilingual Language Proficiency Assessment,” was developed to meet the
needs of participating teachers. It focused on three aspects of language
proficiency as they relate to language minority students:

— Models of Language Proficiency;
— Language Proficiency in the Bilingual Classroom; and
— Language Proficiency in the Bilingual Community.

Through the course teachers were provided with background in
approaches to the assessment of language proficiency of language minority
students. They were introduced to basic sociolinguistic and ethnographic
concepts reiated to language assessment, and were guided in the exploration
of the nature of children’s }anguage proficiency in both classroom and
community contexts. Sources of information included lectures, readings and
discussions and student projects. A more detailed description of this aspect
of the training component is found in Philips’ chapter in this book, “An
Ethnographic Approach to Language Proficiency Assessment”.

Phase 1I: Development of a student observation instrument to determine the
communicative proficiency of language minority students

The theoretical and methodological issues introduced by Philips
formed the basis for development of Phase II, whick took the form of a
three-week intensive workshop. The goal of the workshop was to provide
the participants with practical ethnographic/sociolinguistic field techniques
which would enable them to participate in the development of a student
observation instrument. With the instructors’ guidance — Carmen Simich. a
sociolinguist, and Robert Carrasco, an cthnographer — participants
developed the Teacher Qbservation System TOS.

The workshop included a review of the basic concepts of ethnographic
monitoring in classroom settings. Videotapes of interactions between
teacher/student{s) and student(s)/student(s) in elementary bilingual
classrooms were used to aid the development of teachers’ observation skills.
The process was one of guided discovery where, through discussion and
brainstorming, teachers were made aware of the wide range of
communicative skills students use with different participants in various
classroom situations. The videotapes provided a means for detailed
discussion of teacher/student{s) interactions vs. student(s)/student(s)
interactions which focused on:

— language use, language choice, code-switching and their relationship to
communicative proficiency;
5133
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— students’ linguistic repertoires; and
— sociolinguistic rules of interaction in the classroom.

The discussions resulting from viewing the videotapes were related to
the teachers’ practical experience as ethnographers and participant
observers. After viewing the tapes, the participants and workshop leaders
agreed that teachers were the most qualified to make valid emic predictions
about their ownstudents' communicative abilities. Qutside observers, it was
concurred, wotld not generally be aware of the specific rules of interaction
implicitly or explicitly agreed upon by participants in classroom settings.

Early in the workstiop, teachers were asked to list students’ behaviors
that, in their opinion, correlated with English proficiency. The purpose of
the activity was to identify participants’ understanding of communicative
proficiency. Responses from this informal survey, summarized in Table 1,
were analyzed, and grouped into four categories of behaviors. These are:

— linguistlc behaviors related to grammatical, morphological and
syntactic skills in oral speech, as well as literacy skills;

— ethnographic/sociolinguistic behaviors related to language use
considering setting, participants, nonverbal behaviors, goals of
interaction, language(s) used by students;

— student background factors related to language of the home,
language{s) exposure, years of schooling, etc.; and

— psycholcyical factors related to self-concept and language(s) used in
emotional interactions.

TABLE | Teacher selected factors used to evaluate students’ communicative
proficiency

Number of
times
Linguistic behaviors Sefected  PerCentage
Speaking
Code-switching (using two languages during
discourse) b
Use of dialect{s} !
*Good” pronunciation . 1
Respanding “well” to directions, questions, etc. |
Ininaing conversation 2
Contributing to _discussion 4
Ability to explain in a group silualion
(e.g. “good” produclive ability, amount of 1alk,
ability 10 negoliate) 15
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Writing

Word order. noun and verb agreement, placement of
adjective before noun

“Satisfactorily” completing writing assignments in
English

Completing tasks independently and accurately,
“with ‘good” control of syntaX and vocabulary™

Building on sentences

I ST I Y

Listening
“Good” receptive ability N
. Understanding verbal cues

Readin
Reaging on grade level 1
Total number of times Selected 50 65

N

EthnographiciSociolinguistic Behaviors

Language(s) used with peers durmg unsupervised
play situations . 4

Language(s) used with peers and teacher during supervised
situations 1

Ability to initiatc conversation with teacher and peers
in classroom in both small and large instructional
groups .

Use of jingles during unsupervised activities in the
playground

Langua .;lﬂuency ( s by

Nonverbal behaviors (e.g. “res s by nodding,
blank ook, head dow:%"l) por ¢

Total number of times sclected

3]

a‘.ﬂ [ e

17

Students’ background factors

Language(s) spoken at home
Language used most frequently by student at home
Information in students’ cummulative file
Number of years of schooling
Ethnic background
Total number of times selected

\QIH'-'_HM

12

Psychological factors

Student is “shy or self conscious”
Language(s) used in emotional interactions
Total number-of times selected

= &
o

Total number of factors n
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Sixty-five per cent of the total number of behaviors identified were
linguistic, 17 per cent fell within the ethnographic/sociolinguistic category,
12 per cent were student background factors and 6 per cent were
psychological factors. The most frequently cited linguistic behaviors focused
on  ability to explain, amount of code-switching during discourse,
contribution to discussion and initiating conversation. Word order, command
of syntax, and vocabulary as well as the ability to complete writing
assignments were cited as major indicators of “‘good” writing ability.
Listening faetors selected were “gooad” receptive ability and understanding
verbal cues. Only one reading siill, the ability to read at grade level, was
named.

Among the most often listed ethnographic/sociolinguistic behaviors
were: the language(s) students use during play situations, the use of
nonverbal behaviors, “language fluency,” and ability to initiate
conversation with different participants in distinct contextual settings.
Background information factors cited were: language of the home, number
of years of schooling, information in students’ cumulative files, and ethnic
background. Language use in the home was the one most often mentioned.
The psychological factors designated were; students’ shyness or
self-consciousness, and language(s) used during emotiunal interactions. In
short, results from the survey indicated that:

— teachers’ criteria for judging language proficiency is generally based on
a consideration of linguistic factors with a particular emphasis on oral
language skills;

— few teachers include nonverhal language in their criteria of
communicative performance; and

- few teachers consider, in their criteria, students’ appropriate use of
language in terms of contextual and psychological factors affecting
communication.

The communicative proficiency model adapted from Briere (1979, see
Figure 1) was discussed withteachers, and related to results from the teacher
survey. The purpose in utilizing this model was to make participants aware .
that language use requires speakers/listeners to possess more than the
knowledge of the grammar of a language and that sociolinguistic aspects of
language should be taken into account when assessing communicative
proficiency. After relating the model to the results of the survey, participants
arrived at the conclusion that there was a need to consider the
communicative proficiency of their students in terms of both linguistic and
sociolinguistic skills.
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The review of basic ethnographic concepts, discussion of the results
from the teachers' survey of communicative proficiency factors, and a
modified sociolinguistic model of communicative proficiency (Briere,
1979) provided the foundation for the inductive process used todevelopthe
TOS. -«

The major questions raised during its conceptualization and
development were:

— What kinds of functional language skills does the language minority
student bring to school?

— In which language(s), social contexts. and for what purposes does the
student communicate best?

— In which language(s) doesthe student have the widest contextual range
of communicative abilities?

— What kinds of communicative skills does the student need to masterin
order to participate appropriately as a member of the school speech.
community?

Important in the process of developing the TOS was the selection of
contextual settings in which to observe students’ communicative
interactions, the language(s) of instruction, directness or indirectness of
“teacher talk”, and classroom organization (teacher-centered vs.
student-centered). The language characteristics and linguistic background
of the student were also considered consequential for planning of the TOS.
Ethnographic, sociolinguistic and educational variables considered
significant were: background of parents, number of siblings at home, age,
language use at home and in the community, ethnohistorical and
ethnolinguistic information.

The recognition that students have varied repertoires of functional
language use in different sitvations and with different participants,
motivated the selection of some components of speech events suggested by
Hymes (1972) as the basis for developing the TOS. Table 2 describes those
components used during the initial stage of development. They were:
setting, participants. channe! ¢f communication, languages used and
discourse characteristics.

Ideally, an ethnographic approach to language proficiency assessment
conststs of observing a student in the community, home and schoo! contexts.
However, because of the impracticability of doing so in all three concepts, it
was decided to obtain community and home information through student
interviews an<' other available school records, and to observe students only
in the school setting.
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TABLE 2 Components of instructional events to be considered in the
development of the Teacher Observation System

Channels

) of Language(s}  Discourse
Setting Farticipanes  communication used characteristics
Instructional Teacher/Studeni(s) Speaking English coherence
(format) Student/Student(s) listening Spanish complexity
VS, . reading adequacy of

. vocabulary

Non-instructionat writing code-
(Informat) events switching

The advantages and disadvantages of using the categories of Setting,
participant(s), sociclinguistic behaviors. etc., was a critical issve of
discassion in the development of the TOS. After considering the range of
speech events that usuvally occur in a school day, three representative
situations and social contexts were chosen. In order to assist observers in the
description of students’ communicative behavior in the different
interactional contexts, basic questlons were developed. The questions
provide a guide to the observer in describing a student’s range of
communicative skills. The questions and interactions are described in Table
3

TABLE 3 QObservation questions in social contexts

Adult directed Peer group Non-
Social conlexts: instructional instructional instructional Other
Questions to be 1. What language(s) and/or nonverbal behavior are used by
answered during the student to communicate?
observations When the child does not communicate verbally, what
evidence do you see that indicates understanding? Describe
the behavior observed.

2. When the studem does not seem to understand, what does
she/he do to clarify the situation? Describe the
communicative behavior observed.

3. Does the student follow the implicit and explicit rules of
communication of the social context you are observing?

The field test version of the TOS {(Appendix A) has three components:

Section I:  Background Information
Section II: Teacher Observation Data Sheet
Section III: Description of Observation Data
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Section I consists of a threc part questionnaire: student information, optimal
student information, and teacher information. The first part includes
questions regarding basic information about a student’s name, age, sex,
birthdate and language usage. The second part contains questions about
previous schooling experiences and language(s} used in the home. The third
part includes questions about the teacher’s language background. Section Il
includes four social contexts used to desctibe students’ commun.cative
behavior. Three basic questions guide the observer to focus on specific
communicative behavior. Section I1I consists of two parts. In part one, the
teacher summarizes the observed student’s communicative behavior. In part
two, extralinguistic factors that may affcct students’ communicative ability
_(e.g. physical, emotional, and/or social) are described.

A Manual for use with the TOS was also developed. It consists of four

sections:

— Introduction

- Rationale: description of the ethnographic/sociolinguistic theories and
mcthodologics underlying the development of the TOS

— How to usc the TOS

— Glossary of terms

The introduction summarizes the purpose of the TOS. The rationale
provides the theorctical and methodological approaches which serve as a
framework for an intcrpretation of students’ communicative proficiency.
The tnird section describes how to usc the TOS. The glossary of terms
defines tcrminology used in the TOS and in the TOS Usage Manual.

Phase {HI: Toward a validation of the TOS

It was recognized that before the 708 could be validated and be of
practical use to teachers, it was necessary to determine:

— whether the selccted TOS interactional contexts sample valid
presentations of students’ classroom interactions;

— whether the thrce qucstions for each interactional context solicit from
the observer an accurate description of the observed students’
functional languags abilities;

— whether behaviors described by teachers focus on a description of
functional language use;

— whether it is possible to identify students’ functional abilities through
observation of sclected classroom events; and

— whether it is possible to dcvelop a representative number of
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communicative performance indicators based on identification of
functionsl language abilities.

ln order to clarify these issues and in preparation for field testing of the
TOS, participants were further trained in the use of micro-
ethnographic/sociolinguistic field methods to identify how children
use language for functional purposes. The workshop was organized and
implemented by Charlene Rivera and Carmen Simich. It was expected that
participants would gain a better understanding of what students need to
know in order to accomplish communicative tasks during classroom
interactions, with the goal of relating this understanding to the observation
tasks outlined in the TOS. The workshop was organized as follows:

— a review of basic concepts of language proficiency and language
proficiency assessmeut;

— a review of the anthropological orientation of “doing ethnography’ in
classroom settings;

— a review of the nature and intent of the 70S; and

— a formal introduction to functional uses of language in the school,
home, and community settings and their relationship to the teacher
observation tasks outlined in the TOS.

The field testing of the T § was incorporated into the two-day session.
Teachers were paired and assigned to different schools to observe students
from kindergarten to ninth grade in chosen instruetional events. Each
teacher recorded his/her observations individually. The half day
observations were to be recorded in terms of functional language used by the
observed students and other participants, e.g. teacher, peers, etc. Two
teachers were assigned to observe the same student in order to compare
observations and increase observer reliability. Following the observations,
instructors and participants discussed the problems and rewards of the
experience. Based on their insights into the process, small groups reviewed
the experience, brainstormed, and discussed possible “indicators™ of
communicative proficiency. Participants also made recommendations for
changes in TOS content and formate.

The next stage consisted in the development of criteria for analyzing the
TOS field test results. The finalization of this process took place in a two-day
meeting in late May, 1981, a meeting between ALPBP project personnel
and a representative from TUSD. The criteria agreed vpon were:

— whether the observer answere.; the three questions for each of the four
social contexts posed in the TOS (see Table 3);
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— whether the observer provided a complete and accurate description of
the sucial contexts observed;

— whether the observer described a student’s behavior in terms of
functional language use; and

— whetker the observer’s summary of the observation recommendations
for stadent placement were representative of their description of the
student’s functional language abilitjes.

Because the TOS was at the field test stage, the ALPBP staff were
concerne.d that TUSD would attempt to identify “indicators” of
communicative proficiency based only on the limited field test. However,
after teviewing the field test results, the concensus of the ALPBP staff and
th. TUSD representative was that, at most, the data could provide asample
list of communicative functions related to language proficiency identified at
the time of the field test. Most importantly, it was concurred that the data
could not compensate for further ethnographic/sociolinguistic research into
children’s “ways of speaking” (Hymes, 1972, 1974) or functional uses of
language are available to participants in school settings.

Conclusion

In this concluding section, the limitations and significance of the
ALPBP teacher training program in Tucson are described. The purpose isto
provide an understanding of the potential benefits in utilizing an
ethnographic/sociolinguistic approach to language proficiency assessment.

Limitations of an ethnographicisociolinguistic approach to language
proficiency assessment

The limitations of the approach were found to be related to its
implementation in actual classroom situations rather than to its conceptual
framework (Philips, this volume). The most significant determinants of
successful implementation in Tucson were found to be:

— the working relationship between teachers and administrators;

— the time required to become familiar with the ethnographic/sociolin-
guistic orientation to language proficiency assessment;

— the educational background of teachers; and

— the characteristics of the ethnographic/sociolinguistic approach.
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The working relationship among TUSD educators

Co-operation of educators to participate in any training program is
highly related to the working relationship between teachers and
adminmistrators. In the case of TUSD. some tension was evidenced between
teachers and administrators because of inadequate communication between
the two. On the one hand, teachers sometimes felt impotent and frustrated
because they were not always sufficiently informed about the administrative
detatls which affeeted them. On the other hand, it was cvident that internal
school distriet changes and pressures were reflected in the ad ministrators’
relationship with the tcachers, and for this reason, administrative details
were not always communicated toteachers. Despite this tension, the gradual
involvement and acceptance of the ideas presented during the ALPBP
training sessions became a motivating force for both tcachers and
administrators to eo-operate fully.

The time facior

Time to assimilate basic theoretical concepts und to become
experienced in their application was found to be a problematic aspect in the
training of the Tucson teachers. The time alloted for training was negotiated
by ALPBP staff with the TUSD liaisons and was limited primarily by distriet
constraints.

Although cach of the three phases of the training program was carefully
planned, difficulties arose in co-ordinating sufficient leave time for teachers
to attend extended training sessions. Short intermittent sessions were not
generally possible because the major consultants were not in the Tucson
area. The participating teachers found that the short intense training
sessions did not always allow sufficient time to absorb and understand the
new theoretical concepts being introduced. One teacher summarized the
feeling by indicating that the “time (was) too rushed”. She felt
*overwhelmed with information”. Other teachers suggested that more time
should have been given for additional practice and demonstration of
observational techniques. Ideally, participants concurred, training sessions
should be distributed throughout the school year toallow for clarification of
theorctical coneepts and their application in the classrcom.

Teacher educational background -l

Teachers do not generally have a background in child languisge
development or second language acquisition issues. They are not familiar
with communicative patterns of interaction of multicultural/multilingual
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student popiltations; nor arc they familiar with the rationale for assessing
language proficiency. In Tucson. it was found that teachers highly correlate
=nglish language proficiency with knowledge of discrete grammatical/
phonological items. The participant survey (Table !) confirmed that
bilingual cducators were not consciously aware of how socio-cultural
variables infiucnce the manner in which morphological, phonological and
lexical items are mntegrated into cohesive discourse. Teachers’ concerns
regarding the asscssment of students’ language proficiency were, in general,
focused on ease of test administration and interpretation of test results,
rather than with the nature and scope of children’s language and its valid
mcasurement. A gencral recommendation from the instructors who worked
with the teachcrs was that courses in linguistics, including child language
development. sccond language acquisition. and language proficiency
assessment, be integratcd into undergraduate programs so that the new
gencration of teachers is prepried to deal with the complexitics of assessing
the language proficicney of language minority students.

Characteristics of the ethnographiclsociolinguistic approach

The approach requires systematic observation, by a participant
observer, of students' language ysc in naturally occurring communicative
situations in diffcrent domains. community, home and school. The role of
participant observer has two dimensions: that of a detached, objective
obscrver, and that of an active participant. As such, it requires a person to
obscrve and, at the samc time, participatc in communicative interactions
from a detached yet focused perspective.

In attempting to wtilize this Jpproach in the TOS it was found that this
dual role can, and generally is. problematic because it requires that the
tcacher attend to the communicative behaviors of one student
while simultancously maintaining the teacher rolc and provide
meaningful lcarning activities for all studcnts in the classroom. However,
beeause of the nature of the TS, which favors observations by participants
who already have an “insider’s” knowlcdge of social rules of language use in
cach individual classroom, it was decided to usc this approach,

Significance of the ethnographic sociolinguistic approach to training teachers
in language proficiency assessment issues

Despite the limitations described above, there were several significant
outcomecs from the ALPBP tcacher training approach to language
proficiency assessment. The major outcomes were rclated to:

113149




124 LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT

- teachers’ awareness of the holistic nature of language;

—- changes in teachers’ philosophy of education, as reflected in their
self-assessment of classroom organization and management p-actices;
and

— the development of an ethnographic/sociolinguistic language profi-
ciency instrument, the TOS.

Teachers’ awareness of the holistic nature of language

The holistic orientation to the nature of language and languare
proficiency assessment is an important aspect of the ethnographic/sociciin-
guistic approach to language proficiency assessment. Within this
non-traditional approach, language proficiency is defined as knowledge of
the grammar of alanguage together with knowledge of the rules of language
use. In addition to linguistic variables, sccioculcural and sociolinguistic
variables, such as setting, participant(s), topic(s) of interaction, language(s)
used at home, school and community are acknowledged. This approach isin
contrast to the more traditional one where the major criterion for evaluating
language proficiency is knowledge of sprcific grammatical and phonological
items without consideration of the rules of interaction and other
sociocultural and sociolinguistic variables that affect communication.

The cobservations of children’s communicative interactions and class
discussions provided the opportunity for teachers to become more conscious
of the influence of sociolinguistic factors in children’s language use.
Awareness of the holistic nature of language motivated participants to
re-analyze their understanding of language use and its role in classroom
communication and learning. One teacher summarized, “‘I gained additional
insight into communication as a whole package”. Another teacher said, “I
now understand communication is not only verbal*. One teacher indicated,
“(I am now) more observant of the manner in which children communicate
... | have learned to focus on the function of communicative behaviors . ..
tonot only listen to what is o7 is not said but to pay more attention tofiow the
message is communicated”.

Changes in philosophy of education

The understanding and acceptance of the ethnographic/sociolinguistic
approach and subsequent changes in philosophy of education were
evidenced by comments and discussions between participating teachers and
instructors Through the training, teachers became more conscious of the
need to expose children to different sitvations in order to promote
motivation and learning through a variety of communicative interactions
with different participants in various social contexts. This understanding
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influenced some teachers to modify their views regarding classroom
organization and management. One teacher indicated, *‘(1 now) orpanize
physically in orde- to allow for more freedom of interaction™. Another
teacher stated, “1 ieel an increased sensitivity to the perceptions children
have of their environment, especially of their school environment. 1 feel
more acwely aware of the various levels of activity occurring in the
classroom and school™,

The developmeni of the TOS

The development of a non-traditional instrument. the ™25, was
another significant outcome of the ALPBP training. The TOS is the first
instrun.ent which attempts to relate focused teacher obscrvations of
students’ functional language use in classroom settings and communicative
profi¢iency. The development of the 7QS is important because it has the
potential of providing teachers with an instrument which acknowledges the
wide range of communicative abilities of language minority students.
Although the T'OS itself is not yet validated and possibly never wil} be. it
represents an important innovation in language proficiency assessment
practice which has far reaching implications for educators servicing language
minority studesis,




APPENDIX A

Seetion IH: Description of Observation data

If you do not understand the student’s home language, check
this box.[]

Deseribe the student’scommunicative competence in English,
Based on your cbservations, specify the social contexts in which
the student is skilled in both languages and those in which the
student is skilled mainly jn one language.

Teacher Observation System
Section 1: Background information
Student Information:
Name Date
Sex Grade
School

Age

Birthdate Teacher

Metric Cultural Background

Language{s) spoken in the home (choose as may as needed):

English__  Spanish—_ Other (speeily)
Language(s) spoken in the neighborhood (choose as many as

needed):
) Spanish—

English—
Has the student ever been in a bilingual program? [f so in what
grades? '

Other (specify) —

Optional Student Information:
If available, provide the following information:

1. Has the student ever attended school outside the U.8.?
Where? -
2. What language does the student use to communicate with:
Parents Sibling(s} Peers

153,
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Teacher comments (include factors such as physical, Teacher information:

cmotional, social, cte. that may affect the student’s ability to

communicaic). 1. What language(s) do you speck or undersiand? Check
appropriale ofics.

English  Spanish  Other {specify)

Speak

Understaad

. Arc you implementing & bilingual program?

Yeso. .. No__..

. Comiment regarding 1cacher knowledge of other languages
and patuse of educationai program being implemented.
Describe the language(s) used in the classroom for
instructional or social interaction.
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PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Before starting the
observational tasks read the

"usuge manual concentrating

on pp. 4=9.

Direclions

Obscrve each of the
fol.owing interactions:

{a) Aduli-directed
instructional, ¢.g conlent
area insirnclion:

(b} Peer froup
instructional, 2.2, learning
cenlers, commitlec wofk,
[+

{e) Non-instructional. ¢.g.
playgrounsl, eafelersa, free
choice activities;

(d) Other (oplioral}
Describe the interactions
obicrved next (o the
efpropriale queshons.
Ghoservation Queshons

B Secion II: Teacher Observation Daw

Interactions

Interactions

{a) ADULT-DIRECTED
INSTR.CTIONAL
Socin (ontexd

Teacher-assipacdiwhule
glraup

Deseribe:
No. of participanty —— ——

Type of class

Language used by swdents

{b) PEER GROUP
INSTRUCTONAL
Social Conlext

Setf-selected
Small group

Teacher-assigncd
Small group

Deseribe:
No. of partipants

Type of class

Language used by students

(a) ADULT-DIRECTED
INSTRUCTIONAL
Social Context

Teacher-assigned/whole
group

Descrihe:
*Tc. ~f participats

Typeofelo S —

Language used by studenis

(b) PEER GROLIP
INSTRUCTIONAL
Saocial Context

Self-selected

Small group
Teacher-assigned

Small group

Describe:
No. of participants .

Type of elass -
Language used by students

Language of msiryction

Language of instrucuion

-

Language of instruction

Lany: 4ge of instruction

Expeeted elass performanee

Ernected class performance

Expeeied class performance

Expecled class performance

f. What langunge(s)
anu/or nonverhal behavios
are used by the student 1o
communicate?

When the child does not
communicale verbally,
what evidence do you sec
that indicates
understanding? Describe
the behavior observed.
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2. When the student does

. nol seem to understand,

what docs shefhe do to
clarify the situation?
Describe the
communicative behavior
observed.

D ]

3. Does the student follow
the implicit and explicit
tules of communication of

the sccial context you are
observing?
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Notes

1. Ths paper was prepared as part of the Assessment of Language Proficiency of
Bilingual Persons (ALPBP) project. The teacher training component was
implemented in cooperation with District 1, Tucson. Arizona.

2. Carmen Simich-Dudgeon was the ALPBP Associate. Her major responsibility
was to assist in the implementation of the teacher training component of ALPBP
project. Charlene Rivers was the ALPBP Project Director. Tesponsible for the
implementation of all aspeets of the project
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An anthropological linguistic
nerspective on uses of ethnography in
bilingual language proficiency
assessment

Muriel Saville-Troike
University of 1llinois at Urbana-Champaign
Champaign, 1 ¢

A clear consensus was voiced at the LPA Symposium that whatever is
measured by traditional language proficiency tests — pronunciation,
grammar, vocabulary — does not adequately reveal the linguistic
requirements necessary for success in school. Even if the students being
tested prove to be *ideal speakers” and could produce all and only
grammatical sente nees in English, as Dell Hymes (1966) observed over a
deeade ago. they would be put in mental institutions if they went arouna
trying to do so. More adeguate as a target for language assessment is
“eommunicative competenee’’.

The eommunicative competence of speakers is a body of knowledge
and skills which involves not only the language code that they use, but also
what they ean say to whom, how they should say it appropriately inany given
situation, and even when they should say nothing at all. It involves
interaetion skills such as knowing how they may develop eonversations, and
also knowing how to avoid becoming involved in a conversation if they
prefer to be engaged in some other activity. It involves receptive as well as
productive facility, written as wel] as oral modes of communication, and
non-verbal as well as verbal behaviors. Communicative competence further
involves having appropriate sociocultural schemata, or the social and
cultural knowledge and expectations that speakers/hearers/readers/writers
are presumed to have which enables them to use and interpret
communicative forms. The concept of communicative competence must
thus be embedded in the notion of cultural competence: interpreting the
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meaning of linguistic behavior requires knowing the cultural meaning of the
context within which it occurs.

The task of determining and testing for the specific linguistic knowledge
and skills required by the education process is made even more complex by
the fact that “competence’” (as language itself) must be considered a
variable phenomenon in at least two basic respects. First, since
communicative competence refers to knowledge and skills for contextually
appropriate use and interpretation of language in a community. it refers to
the communicative knowledge and skills shared by the group; but these. by
their very nature. must reside variably in its individual members. Problems
arisc when individual competence is judged in relation to a presumed ideal
speech community. or assessed with tests given in a limited subset of
situations which do not represent the true range of an individual's verbal
ability. The problems are particularly serious when such invalid judgements
result in some form of social discrimination against the individuals, such as
unequal or inappropriate educational treatment.

Different modes, channels, and functions represent a second kind of
vanability. The relatively decontextualized nature of written texts may welt
require a ditfercnt subset of skills for successful expression and
interpretation than does face-to-face communication through an oral
medium, for instance. The same may be true for the use of language in some
typesof cognitive processing. This may account in part for the fact that often
individual students may appear to have a very high level of communicative
competence. at least in some contexts, and yet not perform well in school.
The problzm in this case may well be that some researchers are restricting
their use of “communicative” to apply only to direct personal interaction,
rather than to all uses (and non-uscs) of language and other symbolic
systems.

A key example of the relativity of “competence” was provided by
Shana Poplack {see chapter. thjs volume)in her repc- of research on Puerto
Rican children in New York. it is clear that they possess communicative
competence that is appropriate and sufficient for oral communication within
the bilingual community within which they live, yet many of these children
are not succeeding in English-medium schools. They do not meet the
language expectations of English teachers, nor dothey possess the necessary
language skills for s chool-related tasks. If they return to Puerto Rico they
neither perform well in Puerto Rican schools, nor meet the language
expectations and requirements in Spanish for that context. While these
children are competent in fanguage for some communicative purposes. they
are not competent in the middle class, formal, public, context-reduced
language varieties that are being required for successful achievement in the

schools.
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One major task before educators is to identify the subset of
language-related knowledge and skills which constitutes a core requirement
for school achievement at various levels. At the same time, it is important to
recognize that gathering data on students’ language use in non-school
contextsis also relevant tothisfocus. It i-, in fact, essentialif educatorsare to
make any valid interpretation of the results from tests given in a limited
range of situations in relation to the true range of students’ verbal ability.
Language use in one situation can only be understood as part of a larger
whole. Its psychometric representativeness can be established only on the
basis of sampling a large variety of situations. Perhaps, after all, Troike
(1983) will prove to be correct in proposing that school achievement reflects
the degree of acculturation to the specific Western subculture of the school.

A second issue which was addressed throughout the symposium was
that of methods and instruments for assessing communicative competence
or language proficiency. As with the inadequacy of traditional lang uage tests
to determine students’ ability to learn effectively through the medium of
English-only tnstruction. a clear consensus has also been expressed to the
effect that no single assessment procedure can ever be trusted to provide
information which may be used for important decisions about an individual's
appropriate educational placementand treatment. Those who approach this
topic from an ethnographic or sociolinguistic perspective consider it crucial
that elicitation and assessment of language proficiency include at least some
data collected i~ a natural context. However. any claim to validity and
reliability should " .o show concern for interlocutor and situational effecton
linguistlc performa, ce.

One exemplary procedure has been reported by Gladys Knott (1981).
It begins with naturalistic observation of the classroom as the basis for
developing a functional criterion reference measure or “communicative
competence profile”, in which the students’ language is assessed in relation
to these criteriain the same context. Another mode} procedure would result
from Richard Duran’s (1983) suggestion of developing a “map™ of the
school day from the perspective of the students, with what they pareeive they
do at school providing a natural context within which to study the functions
of language and to assess communicative competence. Yet another is the
kind of microanalysis conducted and reported here by Flora Rodriguez-
Brown and Lucia Elias-Olivares (see chapter. this volume), with language
proficiency assessment bascd in part on hours of videotaping each child in
school, at home, and in the community setting.

These procedures are, of course. not practical for assessment of all
students for placement purposes: children arrive at school and, usually the
same day, must be assigned to a program and put in a classroom.
Ethnographic methods are very important, however, for providing baseline
Ly ! 1 59

4




134 LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT

data on how students use language in various contexts, and on how it relates
to their educational achievement. QOnce baseline criteria are cstablished,
naturalistic observation should be included in theassessment of all students,
at least for program exit purposes (e.g. for determining whether or not they
have the language proficiency to succeed in English-only instruction), and
for follow up evaluation {e.g. for determining whether students who have
previously been judged “proficient” in English do indeed have the
competence to meet instructional requirements without bilingual education
or additional native language support).

Assessment through naturalistic observation can most practically and
efficiently be conducted by the students’ teachers. Training to prepare them
to do this is another issue which has received serious consideration during
this symposium. This is a very promising direction both for improving
teacher assessment and for overall teacher training, but a note of caution
must be added here for anyone who might also see this as an *‘easy” solution.
Ethnographic classroom observation requires skill and training, and to ask
untrained teachers to summarize their observations will not likely yield valid
or reliable data on students’ communicative competence. This caution is
teinforced by Shana Poplack’s (see chapter, this volume) discussion on the
discrepancy between reported and observed language use, and also by
reports by Steve Chesarck (1981), Jim Cummins (1983), and Betsy Tregar
(1983) of teachers’ over-estimation of studems’ language ability.

There is some effort being made to simplify observational asscssment
procedures so that they could be conducted by untrained individuals, but
this is of questionable value. Michael Canale (1983) borrows some timely
advice from Albert Einstein that we must seck solutions which are as simple
as possible but no simpler. After that there is the danger they will become
simplistic. The kind of teacher training described by Susan Philips (see
chapter, this volume) is far more demanding of them and of her than if they
were being taught to use traditional language testing procedurcs. Yet even
that depth of training may not be sufficient. 1t is questionable whether
sufficient training can be imparted in the course of in-service programs.

The potential benefits of ethnographic training for teachers goes far
beyond providing them with tools for language testing, and so is not to be
judged merely in terms of practicality and efficiency for that purpose. Even
more important are the potential benefits for instruction. This kind of
training should increasc teachers’ sensitivity to communication processes in
their classrooms. and heighten awareness of the signals students are giving of
understanding or misunderstanding. 1t should also have an effect on teacher
attitudes. As Philips rcported, observing communicative interaction in the

160




r
AN ANTHROPOLOGICAL LINGUISTIC PERSPECTIVE 135

cafeteria 2nd on the playground changed her truinees’ perceptions and
attitudes about their students’ language ability.

The teacher training discussed in this symposium has been of an
in-service nature, but training in ethnographic observation whieh focuses on
communieative interaction and other tunctions of language in the classroom
should be part of undergraduate pre-service preparation for ail prospeetive
teachers. Such training would help overcome many of the inaccurate
judgments presently being made of students’ language proficiency, and
should help make teachers more effective an< sensitive in communicating
with ehildren from different eultural backgrounds. :

As always. when one attempts to assess the overall contribution of a '
volume such as this. it becomes clear that we have much further yet to go
than we have come. Some of the presentations have illuminated (lg_rkwm““
corners. others have jit the entrances to long C\(?I[i_(l,&t‘._:!?—f-%o“:ﬁ“éf]ﬁd; a
few have shown the limits of #apsoaticlive directions. Some exciting new
ideas have emerged. and there has been some consensus on where we are
and where we might go from here. and an appreciation of the task ahead has
been greatly increased. Perhaps most important, we have been stisnulated to
dedicate our energies anew to seek answers which will help improve
educational opportunities for the millions of limited English proficient
children.
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The papers presented in this volume have been drawn together because each
represants some *nact of ethnographic research methodology or a theoretical
perspective involving an ethnographic approach to language testing that
contributes to the imProvement of bilingual proficiency assessment. The
motivation for the e of ethnographic methods is a concern with the
apparent inadequacies of current methods of language proficiency assessment
of language minority students.

When a child uses one language for some social purposes, and his or her
second language for other social purposes, as is commonly the cage in bi-
lingual communitigs, that functional differentiation wili be reflected in
vocabulary that is specialized in each language. This differentiation will also
be encountered in semantic refations, syntactic consiructions and discourse
formats that are controlled in one language but not in the other.

There 15 a need to investigate and acquire more knowledge of the refation-
ship between bilingual children’s academic performance, and the functional
differentiation of their written and spoken language skills in tvo languages
in the classroom, and in the home and the community.

Such information cannot be acquired by experimental methods alone, but
perforce must entail the use of other datagathering methods from the social
sciences, 3t is for this reason, more than any other that we find researchers
drawing on ethnographic methadology to expand their knowledge base in
order 10 improve language proficiency assessment procedures.

This 15 the first of four vofumes composed of selectedd paPers from the
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT SYMPOSIUM. The Symposium
provided a forum where a broad spectrum of researchers. practitioners and
policymakers met to discuss the major issues and research findings which
affect language proficiency assessment practices.

The work presented in the four volumes will add new insights into the issue
of language proficiency ascessment. It is believed that the research and
theoretical perspectives offered represent a positive step toward attairing
the overall objective of developing effective language proficiency assessment
procedures and, ultimately. a more eéquitable education for language miority
students.

All four volumes have been edited by CHARLENE Ri%/ERA 3nd they will be
published in the MULTILINGUAL MATTERS series.
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